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TO THE REV. GEORGE HARRIS. 



My Dear Sir, 

You are aware that my object, in submitting to the 
Public the following Remarks, in support of the Unity op God, is 
a wish to add my testimony to what I conscientiously believe to be 
the Truth as it is in Christ Jesus. 

It is to your kindness, in superintending the press, that I am in- 
debted for the appearance of the Work; and to the interest you have 
thus taken in it must be ascribed any degree of success it may attain. % 

I am also very thankful to you for permission to dedicate the Work 
to one so indefatigable as yourself in the vindication and mainte- 
nance of that great and glorious doctrine — " the long lost Truth," as 
Sir Isaac Newton so justly termed it — of the simple undivided essential 
Unity of God. 

Believe me. 

Yours sincerely, 

THE AUTHOE. 
London, January 18'36. 
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The strict Unity of Jehoyah belicTed in by all Christians, p. 140. No play upon 
words can alter or annul the doctrine, p. 140. It is the great fact, the cardinal 
truth of Nature and Beyelation, p. 140. 

The Messiahship of Jesus of Nazareth, a similarly admitted truth, p. 141. Old 
Testament eyidence, p. 141. New Testcunent, p. 141. The genealogies, p. 142. 
Rejection of interpolations does not imply rejection of the Scriptures, p. 142. 
Metaphysical subtleties no part of Christian faith, p. 143. 

Numerous and admirable works published in defence of Unitarianism, p. 143. 
Propositions and queries for the Civilian to ponder, p. 144, 145. Conclusion — 
Good wishes to the Ciyilian and every other sincere Scriptural inquirer, p. 145, 
146. The first and great Commandment,^ p. 146. 



BREATA. 

Page 30, lines 18, 19, transpose words and read, ** and as far as it goes worthy of 
acceptation." 

// 46, // 19, for " gracious ** read " precious." 
' // 59, // 12, for " men " read " man." 

// 64, /• - 14, for " carnem" read " caro.** 

II 64, /' 34, insert mark of interrogation after *' Incarnation"? 

/I 95, // 4, for **preteria'* read "preterea.** 

II 95, // 12, instead of " by the law " read " by his Son." 

V 118, // 12, for " Perihoresis** read " Perichoresis." 



REMARKS 



REASON, EEVELATION, AND FAITH," &c 



Influenced solely by an earnest and sincere desire to find 
support for the doctrine of the Trinity — in the belief of 
which I was brought up, and to doubt the orthodoxy of 
which was in my opinion nothing less than blasphemy — 
I was led, many years ago, to a searching inquiry into the 
Scriptures, in the full assurance of finding there the support 
I sought, and thus of setting the controversy beyond cavil 
or dispute. Much to my astonishment, however, and more 
to my vexation and chagrin, I could not discover the slight- 
est trace of such a doctrine as the Trinity in that Book 
which I had been instructed to look upon as the only re- 
pository of our faith, and was consequently constrained to 
admit that I had aU along been walking " in a vain show " 
(Ps. xxxix. 6) and following a delusion. Convinced that 
such had been the case, and having been taught to identify 
Christianity itself with the doctrine in question, I was pre- 
vented from giving up my belief in the religion of Christ 
altogether only by finding that although the further I pro- 
secuted my inquiries the more I was convinced of the error 
in which I had been misled, yet the general truth of Chris- 
tianity burst upon me with greater force and energy. From 
being a firm believer in the Trinity, I became satisfied and 
fiilly persuaded in my own mind thatXJnitarianism, or belief 

B 
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in the essential and absolute Unity of the Great First Cause, 
is the sole and unequivocal doctrine taught by Jesus Christ 
and his Apostles. In the hope that the same arguments, 
reasonings, and evidences which had convinced me might be 
attended with similar effects to others, as well as to offer an 
apology (I do not mean excuse or extenuation, but vindica- 
tion and justification) to my friends — who, I was aware, 
would consider my eternal salvation endangered, if my doom 
was not sealed for ever, by my change of opinion — ^I pub- 
lished, in 1851, a small treatise, exhibiting the grounds of 
that change, under the title of " An Inquiry into the Faith 
once delivered to the Saints;" and to this treatise I refer, as 
declaratory of the views to which Scriptural investigation 
led me, and to which I hope to adhere to the end of my life. 
My rejection of the Trinity was not occasioned by merely 
perceiving it to be an incomprehensible mystery, which even 
its most zealous advocates do not hesitate to admit — for I 
most thoroughly believe in the resurrection, the mode of 
which is equally incomprehensible to human reason alone; 
but because, after the most eager and diligent search, I 
could not discover it in the Bible. That God is One is the 
first and great commandment of both the Old and New Tes- 
taments, and, indeed, is a fact distinctly and clearly revealed 
throughout, tending to the overthrow of polytheism and 
every species of idolatry. Notwithstanding Dr. Wardlaw's 
assertion, that the same Scriptures teach us that in this One 
God there are three persons, I have sought for such doc- 
trine in vain. The word Trinity, or any periphrasis to that 
effect, is not to be found once used in the Gospel, nor is 
there in it the slightest intimation that God consists of more 
than one person. "This is life eternal, that they might 
know thee the only true God " (John xvii. 3) ; " There is one 
God, and one mediator between God and men, the man 
Christ Jesus " (1 Tim. ii. 5) ; " To us there is but one God, 
the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one 
Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him " 



(1 Cor. viii. 6) ; and we are enjoined by the Saviour to wor- 
ship and to serve this one God the Father alone (John iv. 
23, 24). 

But I should not again have thought myself entitled to 
intrude on the public with my private opinions, had not a 
particular friend forwarded to me a publication, by a fellow 
Civilian, entitled "Reason, Revelation, and Faith," pro- 
nouncing it a work of deep research, and the author's ar- 
guments perfectly convincing and unanswerable. These 
arguments, however, appearing to me to be founded entirely 
on the doctrines and principles which I had found Scriptu- 
ral reasons to renounce, I employed myself during a tedious 
and severe illness in drawing up the following Remarks. 
I hope they may be received in the same spirit in which 
they are now offered for consideration. In submitting them, 
I am only exercising the same right of private judgment 
which the author has done in the work in question (p. 4). 
Of course, I do not expect that those differing from me 
in opinion are to perish everlastingly, though convinced in 
my own mind that the doctrines they maintain are imscrip- 
tural, and their advocates in error in point of the teach- 
ings of Christianity. The author of the work, "Reason, 
Revelation, and Faith," doubtless, may be a person of no 
ordinary endowments and intellectual capacity, and it de- 
lights me to j&nd an individual who is determined apparently 
to judge for himself, and who is not ashamed, but has the 
moral courage to express whatever opinion his judgment, so 
exercised, may lead him to form; at the same time, however, 
I presume he is far from claiming infallibility, and, conse- 
quently, will not be displeased by another's freely offering 
his sentiments, although they may not coincide with his 
own on all points. It is only human nature to err. The 
very wisest of men need consider it no disgrace to admit 
that, from want of due consideration or other causes, he may 
have been mistaken. This principle is acknowledged by 
Archbishop Whately himself, who, in the Preface to his 



Ehmivh (]). i}), n*raurks — ** If I ahull ever find reason to believe 
tliat uiiytliin^ T hav(; (ulvanccnl i.s unscriptural or otherwise 
crroiK'ous, I .shall fair cart- to rrfracf it.** Though the Civilian 
iH ri^ht in iiiaiiy ]M»ints, tlicix* are certain doctrines advanced 
by him wliich it ai)|K*ai*s to mo that early prejudice has pre- 
vented him Inau duly and rationally considering. 

It may 1m» owinjj^ to a deficieney of perception on my part, 
and 1 may Ik? only reji^iHtering my o^Ti inefficiency by the 
admir^slon, but I am obliged to acknowledge that I do not 
IKTceive the connection or pertinency of a great portion 
of tlie author's work to the professed objects he had in 
view; and, although my ignorance of Greek literature puts 
it out of my power to judge of the accuracy and propriety 
of all his criticisms on the several comments on Scripture,* 
which ho has made the subject of animadversion, I am, never- 
theless, free to confess that the learned disquisitions on the 
words " Unity " and " Eternity " strike me as being too ab- 
struse, too metaphysical, and savouring too much of the logic 
of the schools, or what St. Paul calls " fleshly wisdom " (2 

* The Cirilian commences his work by a learned critique on the comments of 
some well-known annotators of the Bible on Acts Tii. 53, which he thus parar 
phrases (p. 19), as conycying, in his opinion, "by far the simplest meaning, as 
well as the most forcible of any, and seeming by far the most preferable as 
well as faithful:" — "Ye hare received the law in order to the production oi' 
furtherance of the dispositions of angels, and hare not kept it." The word by 
(which appears in the translated text in question) being explained in page IS, 
as " almost always, if not always signifying, when used with an accusative case, 
towards y to the production of, or, to the furtherance of unto** It is evident 
that he looks upon the comments of Scott and A. Clarke with great contempt, and 
considers them altogether inadmissible ; and I am therefore tempted, even under 
the penalty of being accounted presumptuous, to offer my opinion in opposition 
to his, and to suggest, however unnatural the sense may be (p. 2), whether the 
martyr had any other meaning than an allusion to the thunder and lightning, 
and thick clouds and fire, from the midst of which the law was delivered, and 
which were illustrative of the great power of, and consequent necessity of obe- 
dience to. Him " who maketh his angels spirits, his messengers a flaming fire." 
How beautiful the contrast between this and the introduction of the glad tidings 
which, though announcing glory to God in the highest, proclaims also peace 
and good will toman! TJtat is calculated to produce awe and astonishment; 
thiSf love and gratitude. That enforcing obedience by fear; thisy by love which 
casteth out fear. 
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Cor. i. 12), or " philosophy and vain deceit " (Col. ii. 8), to 
suit the capacity of the poor and uneducated to whom the 
Gospel was preached, and for whose edification, I presume, 
as well as for that of the scholar, his work is intended. As 
regards the first, his words are (p. 193) — " Unity is not num- 
ber, it is the negation of number. We cannot, indeed, in 
words say what it is, but our minds have a distinct know- 
ledge of it. Whenever we talk of one thing, we mean thereby 
part of a number of things; this one thing, therefore, is not 
unitj/, but only a portion of what may be numbered. Unity 
is infinite; we cannot express the infinite. To talk, there- 
fore, of number in reference to the nature of God is gross 
folly." 

But would such a definition be received as satisfactory by 
the plain and uneducated reader of his Bible, who takes St. 
Paul for his schoolmaster, and believes his lessons to be con- 
veyed, not in an unknown tongue, but in language to be im- 
derstood ? Would he not rather argue with Locke (though, 
perhaps, he never even heard the philosopher's name), that 
" amongst all the ideas we have, as there is none suggested 
to the mind by more ways, so there is none more simple, 
than that of imity, for nimiber applies itself to men, angels, 
actions, thoughts, everything that can exist or be imagined?" 

When the Apostle, therefore, declares that "to us there 
is but one God, the Father,'* could his pupil so far mistake 
his meaning, as to suppose that he intended to teach the 
nonentity of Ood — ^that there is no God, which " negation of 
number" necessarily implies? He certainly would compre- 
hend the word as involving the negation of a plurality , the 
denial of the many Gods, but surely to the recognition of One, 
He is sensible of his own individuality or oneness, and he 
knows that the Unity of his Maker is even more specific, if 
possible, and more decided than his own, for, while he is only 
one of a numerous species, God is One alone, independent, self- 
existent, and besides whom there is none else. He is per- 
fectly conscious of his indimdual importance, as one of the 
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lords of till' creation; and, having the feelings of a man, 
would not consent, any more than irouM the Cin'/Mn, Ifanty^ 
that mnnhn- one Khrmid Ix* looked down upon and conaidered 
n8 nolxnly. In lik(» manner, us re?*pcct8 "Eternity," which 
the Civilian defin€»s as the " negation of time," I often hear 
the word used in contradistinction to "time;" but, in my 
ij^norance, I cannot understand it as signifying altogether 
an extinction or negation of the latter. I look upon the two 
thus opiwstvl to eacli other in a pnrchj fignratice rieir, as de- 
noting this life and that which is to come; the former of 
which must cease, or at h^ast l)c no more for us, before the 
other can begin; but as for the abstract word "Eternity," I 
can only conceive of il as //////' trithont end, and judge of it 
ncfjativcly, as I do of the bottondess pit. Tlie very idea over- 
powers my faculties, and my imperfect and indistinct notions 
on the subject can only, as Dr. AMiately observes, be appro- 
priately expressed by the couplet of Cowley — 

•* Nothing there is to come, and nothing past, 
But an Eternal now does crer last.'* 

In thus coupling Time with Eternity, too, in my contempla- 
tion of the endless existence of the Deity, I think I have 
the authority of the Bible itself, in which that Great Being 
is described as " He who was, and is, and is to come, the Al- 
mighty;*' and also the doctrine of Christ, or, as many in- 
terpret it, Christ himself in his Divine nature, is spoken of 
as " the same yesterday, io-day, and for ever." 

It appears to me that the Civilian — who most conscien- 
tiously believes himself a Trinitarian and an orthodox member 
of the Church of England — has been too hasty in publishing 
his opinions without having properly considered them, at 
least without having sufficiently analysed the differences 
which divide the Christian conununity.* He has, I think 

* In proof that the author has not properly reflected and fully i>er8naded 
himself on the meaning even of the word Trinity, I would notice, that although 
from the observations in page 195, he would seem to suppose that it consists of 
three relations, or the " threefold character" which the Almighty bears to hia 
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evidently mistaken the effect and tendency of his own work, 
as far as those differences are concerned; otherwise he could not 
but have been aware that, however his own individual good, 
sense may have led him to perceive the absurdity of what is 
called the Athanasian Creed, and how much soever it is to be 
wished, as Archbishop Tillotson long since said, " that the 
Church were well rid of it^^^ yet, by the majority of those 
calling themselves ChristianSy the Creed in question (often in 
preference to the Word of Truth itself) is held to be the 
alpha and omega of the Christian faith, and, consequently, 
that anything urged in proof of its inconsistency is im- 
mediately set down by them as a blow aimed at Christianity 
itself. 

His friend, therefore, who is evidently one of this number, 
would naturally consider his expression of opinion (p. 193), 
that " the Creed is an intricate one, which nobody can imder- 
stand,^' and " which no one really believes, or knows, in the 
proper sense of the word " (though I think perfectly just 
and true), to be "a blow aimed at Christian truth/* For 
my own part, however, concurring as I do with Dr. Paley, 
that "whatever renders religion more rational, renders it 
more credible" — and with Dr. Whichcote, that " if you would 
be religious you must be rational in your religion," — I hope 
the blow (though clearly unintentional) wiU prove more than 
a feeble one, not to Christian truth — ^for such an attempt 
would be futile, and merely " kicking against the pricks " — 
but to that particular creed which dogmatically demands 
faith in it from the Christian under penalty of everlasting 
perdition. 

Of this fundamental article of belief, as required by the 
Church of England, not a trace is to be found in the Bible; 
and, taking that Book in my hand, I woidd say with the 

creatures, as their " Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier," he expressly declares 
it, in the note to page 197, to signify three of God's attributes, viz. " Justice, 
Truthy and Mercy "; — ^both of which opinions, by the way, I would observe, may 
be designated as ** Unitarianism in a mist." 
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oxoollont Bishop Watson, — '^ Show me, thoa that judgotan- 
otlicr man's son-ant bo harshly, show mc in what part of the 
Bible wc arc commanded to worsliip One God in Trinity and 
Unity. Tlio soncticm (the penalty) is dreadful — the law 
shoidd be plain. Produce the passage itself, and presume 
not by inference and argumentation, by metaphysical notionfl 
and scholastic distinctions and unscriptural phraseology, to 
damn, without doubt, all men for not believing as ihou be- 
licvcst. I know the Divine displeasure is in many plaoes 
denounced against those who reject the Oospel when it has 
been ofTcred them ; but I deny that it is in any one place 
denounced against those who do not worship Gt)d in Trinity 
and Unity, neither confounding the persons nor dividing the 
substance." With regard to the Creed itself, Bishop Clay- 
ton remarked, in his speech in the Irish House of Lords, — 
^* As to the Athanasian Creed, as that is a superstructure 
built on the foundation of the Nicene Creed, it is not only 
liable to all the objections which can bo made against that, 
but has also many blemishes of its own to answer for, since 
it has not so much as the authority of a Council to support 
it, but is now a known forgery, detected by the criticisms of 
the learned Vossius, and cannot bo traced within two hun- 
dred years of the time of Athanasius." 

Archbishop Whately justly observes, in the Preface to his 
Essays (p. 8), that " any one who endeavours to inculcate 
any neglected truths, or to correct any prevailing errors, 
must bo prepared, if he succeed in attracting any share of 
public attention, to encounter more or less opposition;" and 
experience proves, beyond a doubt, that any person daring 
to deviate from the beaten track, and judge for himself in 
matters of religion (though connected with his own eternal 
welfare, and however conscientiously it be done), must look 
to be censured by the world. This was the case with Dr. 
Priestley, the Rev. Dr. Macgill,* and the Rev. Theophilus 

* The Rey. Dr. Macgill was one of the ministers of the collegiate Church of 
Ayr ; and, haying published a '^ Practical Essay on the Death of Jesus Christ/* was 
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Lindsey. But I do hope that the CiviKan will continue to 
prosecute his inquiries, and make known his opinions, with- 
out regard to any objections which may be urged by his 
nearest and dearest friends, or even relatives, bearing con- 
stantly in mind our Saviour's denunciation, " He who loveth 
father or mother more than me is not worthy of me" At 
the same time, I would say to his friend, and all those who 
may entertain similar fears from the exercise of free inquiry, 
" Let not your hearts be troubled, ye believe in Christ;" and 
we have the assurance of that Heavenly Teacher that he has 
built his Church upon a Bock, and that the gates of Hell 
shall not prevail against it, which I make bold to construe 
into a prophetic declaration that even his own crucifixion, 
which at first was a death-blow to the hopes of his disciples, 
would prove of no avail in preventing the diffiision of his 
Gospel, or the universal and invincible prevalence of Christian 
truth. Magna est Veritas et prcBvalebit. 

The " credenda" of Christianity is an expression often used 
by the Civilian; but he has omitted to inform his readers 

most furiously attacked by Professor Jamieson, then the minister of the Associate 
Congregation, Nicolson-street, Edinburgh, in a work entitled " Socinianism 
Unmasked : in four Letters addressed to the Laymen of the Church of Scotland, 
and especially those of the collegiate Church of Ayr.** In this work the rer. 
professor points out the Socinianism, as he calls it, of Dr. Macgill, in denying 
the Atonement and Deity of our Lord, &c., and no doubt he has been successful 
in so doing; but there is as little doubt that he has entirely failed in proving that 
anything advanced by the rev. gentleman is contrary to the tenor, spirit, or 
sense of Scripture or Christ's Gospel, however it may be opposed to the doctrine 
of the Church of Scotland. This controversy led to the celebrated poem, by 
Bums, of " The Kirk*s Alarm.'* The poem tiius commences: — 

" Orthodox! orthodox! wha believe in John Knox, 
Let me sound an alarm to your conscience: 
There's a heretic blast has been blawn in the Wast, 
That what is no sense must be nonsense! 

" Dr. Mac! Dr. Mac! you should stretch on a rack. 
To strike evil-doers wi* terror ; 
To join faith and sense, on onv pretence. 
Is heretic, damnable error.* 

I wish I could add that Dr. Macgill had shown proper moral courage by resigning 
his charge; but, unfortunately, the seed of divine truth had fallen on stony 
places, and soon withered away (Matt. xiii. 6, 6, 20, 21), and he continued to 
hold, till his decease, his situation as a minister of the Kirk of Scotland. 
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what they aro to understand by the phrase. On referring to 
Johnson's Dictionary, I find the word " crcdonda " explained 
us signifying " things to be believed," " articles of faith.'' 
Tlie crcdonda of Christianity, therefore, may be conBtmed 
things required by Christ to be believed; but, as he remarks 
(p. 192), " I am aware of the ridicule and scorn which has 
been poured ui)on ChriatianUy without its credenda by the 
clergy generally^* and I cannot believe him to mean that a 
minister of Christ's Gospel would treat with ridicule and 
scorn anything which his Master had required him to be- 
lieve. Referring also to the obscrA'ation (in p. 117), that 1 
"a professed creed, having the essentials of true religion, ' 
may be so mixed up with additions and corruptions as to be 
worse than none;" and aware that there are many things 
considered by di^^es as articles of faith, which have neither 
the sanction of Christ or his Apostles, I am inclined to think 
that the Civilian intends theae traditions of men^ and not the 
simple rudiments of Christ, by the word "credenda," for 
which, however (since anything added to or taken firom our 
Saviour's injunctions must bo deemed a corruption), addenda 
or corruptions would be a more appropriate term; and I am 
the more disposed to adopt this view, from his express allusion 
to the dogmas of original sin and exclusive salvation, neither 
of which I am able to discover in the Bible. 

To receive the comments of others, and to believe as they 
believe, without investigation, and to take their assertions 
for Gospel truths, is to presume their infallibility. The 
Roman Catholic believes in the infallibility of the Pope, and 
the members of the Church of England in that of her divines 
and their construction of the Scriptures; but, in reality, the 
only Christ-authorised guide for every Christian is his own 
individual conviction, and no one can wander far from the 
truth if he follow conscientiously the spirit of Christ's in- 
junction, however others may look upon him as mistaken 
in his interpretation of the letter. 

In thus forming my opinion of the author's meaning of 
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the phrase in question, I am under the necessity of dissent- 
ing entirely from the sentiment he expresses in page 201, 
that "Christianity without any tinge of Socinianism [by 
which nickname is commonly denoted TJnitarianism] may 
exist without such credendu;" for I consider Christianity 
freed from its corruptions to be nothing more nor less than 
this much maligned and vilified TJnitarianism. 

While I was a member of the Church of England, I was 
taught to look upon that form of belief as a " damnable 
heresy," and the slightest inclination to inquire into its doc- 
trines as a snare and lure of the devil to entice my soul to 
destruction. Indeed, to doubt in the slightest degree the 
truth of the Athanasian creed was to "perish everlastingly." 
But my sentiments are now completely altered; and I have 
every hope that ere long the Civilian, who has so decidedly 
rejected that creed, will be induced to throw ofi" the yoke 
altogether, to laugh at such disgraceful and slavish thral- 
dom, and relieve " the perfect simplicity which is in Christ" 
from such unmeaning complexity. Divest the Gospel of 
theological misinterpretation and scholastic notions, and their 
former thrall will be surprised at its sublime simplicity. 

The object of St. John's writings is by members of the 
Church of England sadly misconceived, when they suppose 
it is intended to prove Christ to be God — or, in other words, 
to declare Christ's supreme Deity. The ancient Fathers, as 
they are called, held different opinions on the subject; some 
assuming that the doctrine was known to aU the Evangelists, 
but that the three first were withheld from making it public 
through fear of leading the Jews to polytheism and confirm- 
ing the Gentiles in that belief, and that for this reason they 
did not caU the Son " God," lest they should be supposed to 
preach two Gods. Others insisting that the Divinity — ^which 
is termed sublime doctrine, perfection, or the strong meats of 
St, Paul, in opposition to the humanity or milk for babes — 
was known to St. John alone; who, according to one father, 
was carried up to heaven in spirit, and there received the 
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information from the bosom of the Father, but according to 
another, drank the secret from the breast of the Lord him- 
self when he leaned on it at meat. The present divines of 
the Church of England, though silent as to the manner by 
which the information was obtained, are unanimous in attri- 
buting the doctrine to St. John. Dr. Hook, under the head 
" John the Evangelist's Day," informs his readers, that John 
and his brother James were sumamed by Jesus " the sons of 
thimder, for their zeal and fervency for his honour, which 
we see manifested in St. John's sedulous assertion of our 
Lord's Divinity " (Deity). But surely this could not pos- 
sibly be, since St. John — who must be admitted to be the 
best interpreter of his own meaning — ^affirms most distinctly^ 
" There are many other things which Jesus did, the which, 
if they should be written every one, I suppose that even the 
world itself could not contain the books that should be Writ- 
ten" (xxi. 25). "But these are written, that ye might be- 
lieve that Jesus is [not God himself, but] the Christ, the 
Son of God " (xx. 31). Does not Luke record his Master's 
rebuke of a certain ruler for even calling him good, declaring 
" none is good save One, that is God," thereby making a 
marked distinction between his Father and himself, and in 
express terms disclaiming equality, nay, condemning as im- 
pious the very notion of applying to him even an attribute 
of the Almighty ? Both John and James were doubtless par- 
ticularly zealous for their beloved Master; and we read that 
on one occasion, when the inhabitants of a certain village of 
Samaria coidd not receive him, because his face was as if he 
would go to Jerusalem, they were desirous of commanding 
fire from heaven to consume the village (Luke ix. 53, 54). 
But we have no intimation as to when they were sumamed. 
Boanerges. May it not have been in consequence of their 
fiery but mistaken zeal in that instance, in like manner aa 
Simon the son of Jonas received the surname of Peter, or 
the Rock, on the occasion of his acknowledging " Thou art 
the Christ, the Son of the living God" (Mat. xvi. 16, 
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Mark viii. 28) ? The Saviour blesses that acknowledgment 
as Divine truth. 

The author of the work on which I am remarking, declares 
Reason and Revelation to be the two witnesses by which God 
speaks to man, and affirms that this is called by St. Paul 
" the Revelation of God from faith to faith." I do not pre- 
tend to decide positively on the Apostle's meaning in the 
expression "from faith to faith;"* but most cordially agree 
with the Civilian in his sentiments regarding the two dog- 
mas of original sin and exclusive salvation; and I consider his 
remarks and arguments throughout, on the use and province 
of reason, to be quite convincing and incontrovertible. 

On the subject of original sin — ^which doctrine, it has been 
stated, was " rightly chosen" by theframers of the Articles of 
the Church of England " as the first or opening doctrine of the 
Christian religion;" ''as upon it turns the whole need of Chris- 
tianity, so that correct views on this must materially aflSsct 
our sentiments on other points of Scripture truth," (vide 
" YiUage Discourses," Lecture II.) — ^my ideas are fully set 
forth in "An Inquiry into the Faith once delivered to the 

* By ** faith to faith" the Ciyilian (pp. 9 and 156) considers the Apostle to mean, 
** from tlie faith of God to i}ie faith of man.** But as similar expressions are not 
nnfrequent in the Sacred Writings, and this same Apostle uses one like it when 
he says, in 2 Cor. iii. 18, ** But we all, with open face beholding as in a glass the 
glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image from glory to glory ,** — I 
haye always been led to suppose that the same faith (i, e. the appointed method 
of justification) was intended, namely, faith in the promises of God, or faith in 
God* s faithfulness t but increasing in intensity and gaining strength as the ful- 
ness of time approached for their fulfilment by the advent of the Messiah, the 
desire of all nations ; and that the meaning is folly and satisfactorily explained 
in the eleventh chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in which this faith is 
described as ** the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not 
seen" — ^the faith by which the patriarchs, and other worthies alluded to, were 
actuated, though they had not received the promises, but having seen them afar 
off, the same being reserved for " these last days, when God has spoken to us by 
his Son;" and I confess I do not exactly comprehend what is meant by the 
Civilian to be understood by his interpretation, "from the faith of God to the 
faith of man.** We read in Bom. iii. 3, " Shall their unbelief make the faith of 
God without effect ?" but this refers to the Oracles of God, his promises concern- 
ing Christ, and salvation by him, the certain fulfilment of his promise. 
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Saints" (pp. 29-32). Sin I consider the fault not of our 
nature but of our mil ; and in this opinion I am supported 
by Bishop Clayton, who observes, — " Original sin is a con- 
tradiction in terms; for the word sin implies an act of the 
«a7/, and original implies the direct contrary, and supposes 
the criminal act to have been that of another person, to 
which act the person to whom the sin is imputed neither 
contributed by thought, word, or deed;" and Dr. Whately 
admits (Essays, p. 209), that though the fifth chapter of St. 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans is frequently appealed to in 
confirmation of the doctrine of original sin, yet Adam's trans- 
gression is nowhere alluded to in it, but " rather assumed by 
the Apostle as already known to his readers." With regard 
to the dogma of exclusive salvation, and in addition to the 
Civilian's arguments, I should think it sufficient to refer all 
its advocates to our Saviour's expressive warning in Mat. viii. 
11, 12, " And I say unto you. That many shall come from 
the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham, and 
Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven. But the children 
of the kingdom shall be cast out into outer darkness." 

As to the exercise of reason, nothing can 'be more per- 
tinent to the subject than what the Civilian has urged, or 
more just than his objections to its renunciation. God has 
gifted us with this attribute with a view to our employing 
it, and he requires from his rational creatures " a reasonable 
service." It is a matter of the greatest importance to know 
upon what authority we believe; and to receive any propo- 
sition as a portion of a revelation from God which has not 
the previous sanction of reason, is anything but rendering 
him a reasonable service, being rather a species of credulity 
or superstition, not inferior to that of the Athenians in dedi- 
cating a temple to the unknown God, and deserving a similar 
censure. 

Archbishop Tillotson observes, — " When we say God has 
revealed anything, we must be ready to prove it, else we do 
nothing. If we cast off reason, we level the best religion in 
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the world with the wildest and most absurd; and it does not 
alter the case much to give reason ill names, to call it blind 
and carnal reason. Some men seem to think that they 
oblige God mightily by believing plain contradictions; but 
the matter is quite otherwise/' And Dr. Sherlock says, — 
" There are those who do not scruple to say, the more con- 
tradictions the better — ^the greater the struggle and opposi- 
tion of reason the greater is the triumph of faith — [of which 
Bishop Beveridge is an instance ; vide his Private Thoughts, 
Article 3]. But there is no likelihood of suppressing 
any of our thoughts or disputes of religion in this way; for 
it is the privilege and duty of man to inquire and examine 
before he believes and judges, and never to give his assent to 
anything but upon good and rational grounds. What blas- 
phemies and contradictions may be, and have been, imposed 
upon man's belief under the venerable name of mysteries! 
To render a thing capable of being received, it must imply 
no contradiction. I cannot conceive how it is possible to 
give our assent to anything that contradicts the plain dic- 
tates of our reason. It is blasphemy to think that God can 
contradict himself; and, therefore, right reason being the 
voice of God as well as revelation, they can never be contra- 
dictory to one another." The learned Limborch adds his 
testimony: — " Right reason," he says, "no less than Scrip- 
ture, proceeds from God, and is as a Kght set up for our use, 
by which we are enabled to discover truth from error." 

I could adduce the authority of many other eminent di- 
vines to the same effect, and amongst them that of Arch- 
bishop Whately; but these I consider amply sufficient to 
prove that Divine revelation can never be opposed to reason, 
the especial office of which is to guard us from delusion, by 
enabling us to discriminate between God's revelation and the 
rudiments of the world, or man's commandments; the exer- 
cise of reason, therefore, must be the surest if not the only 
preservative against superstition and false religion. 

Reason, however, as observed by Dr. Whately in his 
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first promulgation of the Gospel, whether they were employed 
by God's providence in its establishment, but whether the 
belief of their having been so is a necessary condition to 
form a Christian; a subject on which, I am aware, the most 
learned and eminent of men have different opinions, and my 
offering mine may be deemed presumptuous. The same tes- 
timony, however, which we have for the truth of the Gospel, 
in general validates (if I may use the expression) that of the 
miracles; and beKef of the latter will, I should think, foUow 
as a matter of course; or, as Dr. Jortin (in his Ecclesiastical 
History) says of the Trinity, in speaking of the conversion 
of the Jews, " it may be left to the convert's leisure." 

Rammohun Roy, in his " Second Appeal to the Calcutta 
Public," published separately by the British and Foreign 
Unitarian Association, imder the title " A Treatise on Chris- 
tian Doctrine," gives, as his reason for omitting mention of 
the miracles in his " Precepts of Jesus the Guide to Truth 
and Happiness," that our Saviour's appeal to them in proof 
of his Divine mission, was only limited to those who scrupled 
to believe, or doubted his being the promised Messiah, and refers 
his readers to Matt. xi. 2-4, xii. 39, and John x. 37, xiv. 15 ; 
at the same time stating, that nothing but the sublimity 
of the precepts had first drawn his own attention towards 
Christianity, and excited his veneration for the author of 
that religion, without any aid from miraculous relations, 
which he considers would have Kttle weight with his coim- 
trymen, " the fabricated tales they had been brought up to 
believe being of a much more wonderful nature." In this 
opinion, in reference to the Hindoos, I fully concur. 

The Jews of the present day, I believe, though I think 
erroneously, object to the admission of the miracles as a 
proof of Christ's Messiahship, that they are directly enjoined 
to reject that ground of claim by the command of the Al- 
mighty himself, contained in the 13th chapter of Deutero- 
nomy; concluding, I presume, that our Saviour wished them 
to go after other gods — a conclusion, no doubt, groimded on 
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the mistaken notion that he really enjoined the worship of the 
Trinity.* We leam, also, in the instance of the late Blanco 
White, that his return to Christianity was effected, not by 
belief in the miracles, but by the internal evidences of the 
truth of Christianity, as addressed to his heart, and the mo- 
ral attraction of the Gospel, in conjimction, of course, with 
the historical evidence to the facts related relative to Christ 
and his religion. 

For these reasons, as also from the inference to be deduced 
from our Saviour's assurances in the parable of the rich man, 
that there are people who wiU not be persuaded though one 
rose from the dead, I am inclined to conclude that miracles 
are at least not the only means of conviction; and we may 
reasonably doubt, therefore, whether they can be considered, 
as they frequently are, the best and truest, if not the only 
or sole foundation of Christianity. Neither Christ nor his 
Apostles expressly mention the belief in miracles as necessary 
to salvation. Religion is the method of pleasing God, and 
may be made either external and verbal, or spiritual and men* 
tal. This appears to me the meaning of St. Paul, when he 
says, "to be carnally minded is death; but to be spiritually 
minded is life and peace*' (Rom. viii. 6) ; and the distinction is 

* In the '' Inquiry " I yentured to suggest that the law, under which the 
Jews declared that our Saviour ** ought to die," is to be found in Deut. xviii. 20, 
rather than in Leviticus xxiv. 16, which was generally referred to; and in offer- 
ing the suggestion, I was influenced by the fact, that he never was accused of 
the species of blasphemy of which the son of the Israelitish woman was guilty, 
namely, of cursing, or, as some construe his crime, of swearing in the name of 
other gods {vide Adam Clarke in loco). The charge against him was making 
himself the Son of God — or that Prophet, the Messiah, whom God had promised 
to raise up to them, to whom they were bound to hearken ; and as human nature 
is the same in aU ages, the Jews — ^like many professed Christians of the present 
day — ^may have misapprehended his words, and supposed him to have announced 
his own Deity. In that case (as the perichoresis and homoousion had not then 
been invented or thought of to account for the individuality of God) they would 
naturally look upon him as infringing the strict unity, unrivalled ms^esty, 
and undoubted supremacy of their Jehovah, and consequently denounced him as 
subject to the penalty of death, their prejudices having so entirely warped and 
perverted their judgment, that all the testimony adduced by him in proof was 
unavailing, and caused the Holy One and the Just to be crucified and slain. 
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justly pointed out by an able writer, who observes that the 
former consists in the belief that the sense of certain worcLs, 
or combination of words, is rightly expressed by certain other 
wards, or combination of tcordu, and not by any others; and the 
latter a certain state of the spirit or mind of man, for the gov- 
ernment of the whole man, or as I have elsewhere expressed 
it, in the luibit of the fnind. In this as in everything else 
which we are taught in childhood, we naturally and rightly 
(for we are enjoined to obey them in aU things) imbibe, as 
Gospel truths, the teaching of our parents, or those to whom 
we are required by them to look up. We adopt their reli- 
gion, be it either external or spiritual. We believe as they 
teach us to believe. Their creed becomes our creed; and 
thus, were we Turks we should beKeve the creed of Mahom- 
med; if Persians, that of Zoroaster; if English, that of the 
Church of England. But it has been justly remarked, that 
it is not reKgion for a man to act all the days of his life 
merely on the principles of his education. " When I was a 
child," says St. Paul, " I thought as a child, but when I 
became a man I put away childish things;" and it surely 
behoves us to do the same, to prove our maturer judgment, 
and the increased development and expansion of our reason. 
By copying the praiseworthy example of the Bereans, we 
should receive the Word with all readiness of mind, but at 
the same time " search the Scriptures " to ascertain for our* 
selves whether those things we had been taught were so, that 
if such be the case we may be filled with joy and hope in 
believing. Is it not our bounden duty to exert that reason 
which God has given us, and so matured, to discriminate 
between His commandments and the teachings of our fel- 
low-creatures; and to follow the former, however they may 
differ from what we have been brought up to believe them P 
Are we to profess adherence to any established church merely 
as having been the reKgion of our ancestors?* 

* Dr. Whately in a note (Essays, p. 17) states,—" A speaker in an illustrious 
assembly professed,*' according to the reporters, " his firm adherence to the reH- 
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The test of religion, as of every other truth, is undoubtedly 
to be sought for in reason; but Revelation being the gift of 
the self-same beneficent Giver, equally demands our belief; 
and to show how much both are appreciated by the Unita- 
rian, I have pleasure in citing, from Yates's " Vindication of 
Unitarianism," the charge with which Dr. Taylor, Theologi- 
cal professor at the Academy at Warrington, always prefaced 
the lectures to his pupils {vide Yates, p. 19) : — " 1st, I do so- 
lemnly charge you, in the name of the God of Truth, and of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Way, the Truth, and the 
Life, and before whose judgment-seat you must in no long 
time appear, that in all your studies and inquiries of a reli- 
gious nature, present or future, you do constantly, carefully, 
impartially, and conscientiously attend to evidence, as it Kes 
in the Holy Scriptures or in the nature of things, and the 
dictates of reason, cautiously guarding against the saUies of 
imagination and the fallacy of ill-grounded conjecture. 2d, 
That you admit, embrace, or assent to no principle or senti- 
ment by me taught or advanced, but only so far as it shall 
appear to you to be supported and justified by proper evi- 
dence, from Revelation or the reason of things. 3d, That, 
if at any time hereafter, any principle or sentiment, by me 
taught or advanced, or by you admitted or embraced, shall, 
upon impartial and faithful examination, appear to you to 
be dubious or false, you either suspect or totally reject such 
principle or sentiment, 4th, That you keep your mind 
always open to evidence; that you labour to banish from 
your breast all prejudice, prepossession, and party zeal ; that 
you study to live in peace and love with all your feUow- 
Christians; and that you steadily assert for yourself, and 
freely allow to others, the inalienable rights of judgment 
and conscience." For my own part, I quite agree that rea- 

gion of the Established Chiirch, as being * the religion of his ancestors/— and 
this sentiment was receiyed with cheers ; some of the hearers probably not recol- 
lecting that on that principle the worship of Thor and Woden could claim pre- 
cedence." Multitudes, it may be feared, could give no better " reason '* for the 
faith that they profess. 
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son is to the mind what the eye is to the body, and as ne- 
cessary to direct us in the way of salvation as the other is 
to show us the way in ordinary life. We must employ the 
former as a light to prevent our running into the dangers of 
error and superstition, as we use the other in order to avoid 
the dangers, obstacles, and impediments which may be in our 
road. I consider it " the true light, which lighteth every 
man that cometh into the world " — ^the very voice of Ghxl 
within us; and to renounce it is to reject the co-operative 
inspiration of the Most High, to quench the Spirit, and re- 
sist the Holy Ghost. 

In saying that the Civilian is right in the opinion ex- 
pressed with regard to the two dogmas referred to, of course 
I would not be imderstood as dogmatically insisting on the 
fact, for God alone knows and can determine whether he is 
so or not; and all I mean is, that it entirely coincides with 
my own, which I am not so foolish as to suppose is never 
wrong. That his object, in his work, is conformity with the 
principles and tenets of the Church of England, there can 
be no doubt, and that he could not have selected a better 
GamaKel for his teacher, in the law of Christianity, than the 
Archbishop of Dublin, or a more skilful Palinurus to steer 
him clear of the shoals of error and schism, than one of the 
Church's highest dignitaries, might reasonably have been 
presimied ; but I much regret that he did not rather confide 
in his own judgment and good sense. The reverend prelate 
has truly asserted (p. 116 of his Essays), that " each man 
may do more for himself in the study of Christ's character, 
by searching the Scriptures, than the ablest theologian can 
do for him." Milton has remarked of himself, and the ex- 
ample is worthy of imitation, — " Since God hath opened to 
every man the way to salvation, only through his own belief y 
and, since He requires that he who would be saved must 
stand upon his ownfaith^ I resolved, in matters of religion, 
to rest on the faith and judgment of no other man ; but 
having drawn my belief from Divine Eevelation alone, nothing 



27 

being neglected which depended on my own industry, I de- 
termined to search out and settle each point of my religious 
belief, by the most careful perusal and meditation of the 
Scriptures of God themselves." 

I have not seen the work alluded to by the Archbishop, 
in the note page 107, but can easily conceive the author to 
be a member of the Church of England ; and, with this im- 
pression, I am not at all surprised at his denouncing as un- 
sound the learned Doctor's views of the Trinity, set forth in 
the article " Person'' in the Appendix to his " Elements of 
Logic." If the behef of the Church of England be orthodox 
with regard to that word, then that of the Archbishop must 
be heterodox; and, supposing the former to he sound in faith, 
Mr. Myer is ftdly justified in alleging, in his letter to the 
Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland, that " Archbishop Whately re- 
jects the faith and doctrine of the Church in the mystery 
of the blessed Trinity," and that " his theory involves a 
departure from the sound form of words." The Archbishop, 
in his observations on the word "Person," remarks that, 
"in its ordinary sense, at present, it invariably implies a 
numerically distinct substance," and it is in this sense, of 
course, that it is used by the Church of England in conform 
mity with the prescribed mode of construing the Articles, estab" 
lished by the clergy in convocation, with the royal assent, as 
containing the doctrine of the Church of England, and which 
limited their construction to the literal and usual meaning of 
the word, which, whatever it may have been in the time of 
the ancient fathers, was then at least the same as it is now ; 
but the reverend doctor insists that " there is another, a 
theological sense, in which the three Persons of the blessed 
Trinity mu^t be understood, since otherwise [that is, if the 
ordinary one be employed] it is evident that three divine 
persons would be exactly equivalent to three Gods, a mean- 
ing which the orthodox always disavowed."* Perhaps the 

* I am perfectly satisfied that not only the Archbishop, but the minority of the 
Church of England divines, are conscious of the absurdity of such an article of 
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Archbishop is of opinion, with Dr. Newman, that ''when 
the sense of Scripture, as interpreted by reason, is contrary 
to the sense given to it by Catholic antiquity, we ought 
to refer to the latter, as the doctrinal key, and that the 
unanimous tradition of the early Church authorises us to 
maintain and enforce the doctrine that Christ is the Son 
of God, in his sense of his being consubstantial with 
Him." It does not appear from whence he derives this 
theological sense, nor is the question whether the employ- 
ment of any other sense would lead to the belief of three 
Gods or not; but it certainly is not that of the Church of 
England, which declares the Persons to be " God the Father, 
God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost," each exercising a 
distinct and separate ftinction. It is not the theology of 
Bishops Bull or Sherlock, or of Dr. Wardlaw, Dr. Pye Smith, 
and many other aoi-diaant Trinitarians ; nor was it the theo- 
logy of that most eminent divine Dr. Watts, while he con- 
tinued to hold the Trinity, as appears from his " Christian 
Doctrine of the Trinity;" but whatever may be the dispute 
relative to the meaning of the word, it is one with which I 
have nothing to do; the worthy prelate, and the Church in 
which he holds so dignified a position, may settle the ques- 
tion between them, for I positively deny that the expression 
has any authority from Scripture in either of the senses. 
By such a definition of the word " Person," the imputation 
attending the sense adopted by the Church of England of 
maintaining Tritheism is certainly avoided ; but as it is not 
used in Scripture, why should not the phrase " three Per- 
sons in one God" be rejected altogether? The mystery of tfie 
Trinity is allowed to depend entirely on Revelation, and the 
form of sound words should therefore be adhered to, as the 
only precise mode of speaking of objects of faith. The feet 

faith as inyolying Tritheism, and that the ambiguity of the word ** Person " is 
therefore eagerly seized upon as an excuse by them for the belief; but it is in 
reality nothing more than a sophistical stibterfugey though not meant as such. 
What was the decision of the University of Oxford in the controversy between 
Dr. Sherlock and Dr. South ? 
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is, the expression is learned and used merely from its being 
that of the creed in which people are brought up, and which 
they are made to believe conveys the meaning^ at least, of 
the Gospel ; but this can only be proved by allowing of a 
deviation from the faithful words of truth, and the admis- 
sion that certain words must have a certain meaning. The 
word "Persons," in the plural, is nowhere found applied 
to the Deity; and though Jesus Christ is called the " image 
of God '' (2 Cor. iv. 4), "the image of the invisible God" (Col. 
i. 15), it is the " image of his person" (Heb. i. 3) in the singu- 
lar — a circumstance which would strengthen the supposi- 
tion that God is only One and not three Persons, and would 
consequently invalidate and nullify the Trinitarian doctrine 
of there being three Persons in this One God, or the Trinity 
in Unity; and the fact I have thus noticed is surely sufficient 
to warrant the author, alluded to by Dr. Whately, in de- 
nouncing his doctrine as unsound. 

The Archbishop has taken his idea of the word " Person" 
from Professor WaUis, the mathematician and logician, but 
the theory is not a new one; it was likewise used by Dr. 
South (who, however, may also have taken it from Dr. 
Wallis), in his noted controversy with Dr. Sherlock; though 
I have seen it asserted that there is a diflference between the 
two — Dr. Wallis making the Persons external relations of the 
one substance of the Deity to mankind; and Dr. South, the 
internal relation of the one substance of the Deity to itself. 
The notion was advanced so far back as the third century by 
Sabellius, who declared the Son and Holy Ghost to be mere 
qtmlitiesy and for which the orthodox of his day, as well as 
those of the present, have denounced him a heretic and 
schismatic. 

The Civilian has evidently adopted this theory; and, by 
way of confirming the Archbishop's sentiments, instances 
the case of St. Paul, observing (p. 84) that Saul " breathing 
out threatenings and slaughter " against the Christians, 
"and thinking that he was thereby doing God service," 
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was the same man as when he preached that Jesus Oiriat 
gave himself a ransom for all men, but he was not the same 
person. It strikes me, however, that the cases are by no 
means analagous or parallel in any way, it being dear that 
a man must have xmdergone a change of character or dis- 
position before he can be called another person. St. Paul 
was a new man : from a persecuting Jew, more exceedingly 
zealous than others of the tradition of the Fathers (Ghd. L 14), 
he had become a Christian; but it must be granted that 
with God there is no variableness or shadow of turning, and, 
therefore, that the word person cannot apply to Him, as it 
may to a reformed individual of the human race. I find 
no fault, however, with the expression itself, when used in 
the sense given to it by Dr. Whately ; indeed, it agrees per- 
fectly with St. Paul's monotheistic declarations that " there 
is to us but One God," and that, " though there are diversity 
of operations, it is the same God which worketh all in alL*' 
It is, in reality, a Unitarian not a Trinitarian doctrine, as 
far as it goes, and worthy of acceptation. The controversy 
between the two eminent divines previously alluded to, had, 
for its exclusive object, tfie meaning which voas to he giren to 
this very word Person, as applied to the Trinity; and in this 
Dr. Sherlock, probably having in view the necessity of not 
confounding the Persons, in one of his works declared them to 
be " three distinct infinite Minds;" " for a person," says he, 
'' is an intelligent being; and, to say there are three Divine 
Persons, and not three distinct infinite Minds, is both heresy 
and nonsense: for Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are as really 
different Persons as Peter, John, and James" In another 
work, he calls the three Persons in the Gx)dhead " three 
minds," " three spirits," " three substances," " three essences," 
" three natures," " three selfs" " three is*s," [why not three / 
am^s?^ " three singulars," " three sames" " three wholes" " one 
absolute divinity" " two internal processions," &c. Dr. South, 
on the other hand, very justly argued that this is palpable 
Tritheism; and, being an equally zealous advocate for the 
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Church of England and her doctrines, and no doubt con- 
sidering it heresy to dwide the substance, insisted that they 
were only three different modes or relations which God bears 
to BKs creatures — He being their Creator^ Redeemer, and 
Sanctifier, This is exactly the sentiment before expressed 
by Dr. Wallis, that " this is all we mean, when we say God 
is three Persons. He has three relations to His creatures, 
and is thereby no more three Gods than He was three 
Gods to the Jews; because He calls Himself the God of 
Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob." 

This opinion of Dr. South was {mirahile dktu!) confirmed 
by the University of Oxford. It was declared by that 
seminary of learning, and fountain consequently of ortho- 
doxy, " that the assertion that there are three infinite distinct 
minds and substances in the Trinity, is fake, impious, and here- 
tical, contrary to the doctrine of the Catholic Church, and espe- 
dally to the received doctrine of the Church of England," I 
cannot but think, however, judging from the tenor of the 
tracts emanating of late years from that University, that 
the case would now be differently decided; and that Dr. 
South's opinion, though supported by that of Archbishop 
Whately, would be deemed heterodox. 

Christ, or I should rather say his doctrine, is " the same 
yesterday, to-day, and for ever.'' The moral part of religion 
never alters, but the opinions of divines, as to what Chris- 
tianity really is, fluctuate and change; and as Dr. Whately 
admits, p. 6 of the Introduction to his Essays, " The mem- 
bers of the Church of England do hold the most opposite 
tenets,'' a circumstance which has no slight weight in causing 
me to consider the doctrine of the Trinity imfounded. What- 
ever God requires me to believe, is declared in a manner not 
to be misunderstood; and is this the case with the doctrine in 
question? It certainly is not so clearly laid down that 
" those who run may read," — ^that it may be said " This is 
the way, walk ye in it ; " or, that " The wayfaring men though 
fools shall not err therein." The Trinitarian appears to me 
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to endeavour not so much to prove his system from Scrip- 
ture, as to assimilate Scripture with a preconceived theory; 
and this is certainly the case with Dr. Whately, in his argu- 
ment regarding the word " Person." He takes for granted 
that the expressions Trinity in Unity are Scriptural, and that 
the phrase 'Hhree Persons in One God" is always used by the 
Sacred Writers, but no endeavour is made to prove that they 
are so; he merely urges that there is a sense in which it 
might be used, without the latter being obnoxious to the 
accusation of writing nonsense or inculcating Tritheism. One 
great advantage derived from the controversy, however, is 
the unquestionable and undeniable proof it affords that the 
Athanasian dogma of " neither confounding the persons nor 
dividing the substance," is a downright chimera — unreal, 
unsubstantial, imaginary, untenable, and utterly impossible. 
The Church of England must be therefore likened to a house 
divided against itself, whose eventual doom has been foretold 
by our Saviour. Indeed, had Archbishop TiUotson not been 
content with the mere expression of his wish, that the Church 
were "well rid" of that incomprehensible creed, which is 
considered the Holy Catholic Faith, and quite a fimdamental 
and necessary article of Christian belief — had the amiable 
ChiUingworth not contented himself with merely declaring 
it to be "the fountain of all the schisms which affected 
the Church, tearing in pieces not only the coat but the 
bowels and members of Christ" — had they conscientiously 
declined or withdrawn subscription to the Articles — and had 
Paley been able to "aflford to keep a conscience," and not foimd 
a salvo for his own objections and those of others, by explain- 
ing away subscription as not inte^nded to declare the individual 
belief of the subscriber — had they but exhibited the moral 
courage of Robertson, Disney, or Lindsey, that doom would, 
long ere this, have been sealed — ^the sandy foundation would 
have been shaken, and the whole structure have fallen like 
the baseless fabric of a vision. Bishop Sherlock, in a sermon 
before the Lord Mayor in 1688, observes, that " the Church 
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of England, at tho beginning of the Reformation, took prudmt 
care not to offend the PajnstSy by going further frwn them than 
was necessary;*^ but this I have always considered as an 
unmerited and unwarrantable, though unintentional calumny 
on the character of the Reformers. Those truly conscientious 
and praiseworthy individuals were by no means deficient in 
the virtue of moral courage, and would have scorned the idea 
of yielding to expediency or any motives of mere worldly 
prudence; and I feel perfectly satisfied that had they but 
turned their attention to the errors of the Mother Church, 
in point of doctrine, as they did to those of her divines in 
ritual practice, the dogma of the Trinity and its cognate 
doctrines would have been at once discarded, with that of 
Transubstantiation, as imscriptural and the traditions of man. 
The Reformation would have been complete, and the Pro- 
testant Churches, including that of our own England, been all 
along strictly and purely Unitarian. The omission is greatly 
to be regretted, and a second Reformation is now most de- 
voutly to be wished for by all who have at heart the interests 
and well-being of genuine Christianity, and desire to see the 
simplicity which is in Christ purified from the complexity 
which at present disfigures it.* 

The immediate eflTect of the decision by the University 
of Oxford, was to lead men to suppose the doctrine of the 
Church decidedly Sabellian; and many Unitarians of the 
day, and amongst others the celebrated and benevolent 
Thomas Firmin, were so far misled as, under that impres- 
sion and with this salve to their consciences, to attend the 
services of the EstabKshed Church. " This miserable casuis- 
try," observes the author of Thomas Firmin's Life, " silenced 
the scruples of many of the learned Unitarians at the close 
of the seventeenth century, and induced them to acquiesce, 

* What is asserted, by Bishop Sherlock, of the Reformers, is also attributed 
by Chrysostom to the Eyangelists, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, Tiz. " When they 
began the preaching (of the Gospel) they did not immediately say, what was 
becoming his (Christ's) dignity, but what would suit tho hearers.** 
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in conformity to the established form of worship; while^ 
contrary to the obvious meaning of the tcarda, they interpreted 
the language of the liturgy upon the principles of Dr. Wallis's 
explanation of the Trinity and of the Oxford decree. It 
also induced many of the clergy to hope for the withdrawal 
of insistance to subscription to the Articles, and occasioned 
an application to Parliament that a declaration of assent to 
the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures should be substituted in 
lieu thereof. The petition failed, but it was signed by the 
Chancellor and many of the Masters of Colleges of the Uni- 
versity of Cambridge ; and the result of its refusal was the 
withdrawal from the Establishment of many of its brightest 
ornaments, who could not satisfy their consciences with even 
this Sabellian construction of the Trinity.'' Archbishop 
Whately, in his Preface to his Essays (p. 16), says, — " But I 
have learned to call no man master upon earth," and ** to 
make a final appeal to nothing but the Records of Inspi- 
ration [meaning, of course, the Bible] and the force of Just 
reasoning/' And in doing so he is undoubtedly right; 
though how this is to be reconciled with swearing unfeigned 
" assent and consent " to the Thirty-nine Articles and the 
Athanasian Creed, it would puzzle the logic of the Arch- 
bishop to substantiate. I would also ask. Can the doctrine 
of the Trinity be found in these records? Does it owe its 
foundation to them alone? Justly observes Dr. Whately 
(p. 52), — " A passage, which may be decisive of a certain 
question, when consulted with a view to that question, may 
be utterly insufficient for the purpose of making known, in 
the first instance, the truth which it thus confirms." Dr. 
Newman declares that " there is no more foundation in the 
Scriptures for this doctrine than for that of Transubstan- 
tiation;" and the Archbishop has adduced no proof to the 
contrary. 

There is no deficiency of assertion in his Essays, although 
the assertions are pure assumptions, propositions taken for 
granted; but, in the present age, confident assertions are 
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not allowed to usurp the place of self-evident truths, or the 
mere opinions of men, however learned, that of Gospel truth. 
Verily, the whole argument may be said to proceed on the 
fallacy "of an undue assumption of a premise" (Whately's 
" Elements of Logic," p. 132), and which requires to be proved. 
Indeed his lordship, in his second Essay, admits that he is 
proceeding throughout on the supposition of the truth of Re- 
velation; or in other words, that his observations are addressed 
to those only whose sentiments, as regards the teachings of 
Revelation, coincide with his own— or at all events to those 
who will receive them on trust and on his authority, without 
further proof or any direct evidence in their support. The 
very title of his second Essay, " The Declaration of God in 
His Son," is one of his fallacies, namely, begging the ques- 
tion, for it insinuates what his opponents by no means admit, 
that the Incarnation* is a Scripture doctrine, and that God 
HimseK visibly appeared to his creatures in the flesh, shape, 
or person of Jesus of Nazareth. His first Essay is confined 
to the proof that the existence of a future state formed no 
part in the Mosaic Revelation; and though, in opposition to 
the Civilian, whose opinion on the subject is expressed in 
page 92, I think he has fully estabKshed his conclusion that 
" a future state was not generally credited and looked to by 
the Israelites and Jews." I consider the Essay itself, though 
showing the learning and talents of the writer, as unneces- 
sary for the conviction of any one, already satisfied of the 
fact that life and immortality were brought to light through 
the Gospel, and the grace of God made manifest to us by 
Jesus Christ, who has aflforded us the hope that He who 
raised him, will also, by the same power, raise us up, and 

* The Rev. Theophilus East, in his series of discourses ** on the proper Deity 
of the Son of God," states (p. 121) that " The evidence which the miraculons 
Conception supplies in favour of our Lord's original dignity is materially strength- 
ened by the extraordinary circumstances which occurred at the time of his In- 
carnation.** But will Mr. East inform the world when this asserted Incarnation 
took place, since, according to his own showing, it clearly was not at the time of 
the miraculous Conception. 
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make us His children, as children of the resurrection (Luke 
XX. 36, Rom. i. 4). "We know, and therefore admit, from the 
Sadducees being pointed out as denying the resurrection^ 
that a belief of the kind actually did exist, though not gene^ 
rallyy both before and at the time of our Saviour. Of aU 
the proofs advanced by the Civilian to evince the truth of 
his opinion, the strongest is (Luke xx. 37, 38) where our 
Saviour says, — " Now that the dead are raised, even Moses 
showed at the bush, when he called the Lord the God of 
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob. For 
He is not a God of the dead, but of the living: for all live 
unto Him;" but, with respect to this text, I fully agree 
with Dr. Whately (p. 51) that " it is scarcely to be expected 
that the Jews [illiterate and illogical as they were] should 
or could draw such a conclusion from such an expression and 
incidental implication," — especially when taught to repeat 
with the Psalmist, " In death there is no remembrance of 
Thee. In the grave who shaU give Thee thanks ?" (Psalms 
vi. 5) — ^and instructed by the Preacher, " Whatsoever thy 
hand findeth to do, do it with thy might; for there is no 
work, nor device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom in the grave 
whither thou goest " (Eccl. ix. 10). Might they not rather have 
inferred from it the continued existence of the Almighty, 
He being the same God who was worshipped by their fore- 
fathers Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, while they continued in the 
land of the living? It required the declaration and authority 
of Christ to assure them and us that we are all to live 
unto God; but, the information having been given, they 
were enabled to perceive the propriety of the inference, and it is 
here that the Archbishop has very properly introduced the 
observation before quoted, but which cannot be too often 
repeated, viz. " That a passage, which may be decisive of a 
certain question, when consulted toith a view to that question, 
may be utterly insufficient for the far different purpose of 
making known, in the first instance, the truth which it thus 
confirms." 
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With regard to ourselves, and the opinions we may form 
of God and of His Son, we must necessarily depend on what 
the latter has made known to us : — " No man hath seen God 
at any time; the only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of 
the Father, he hath declared Him;" " No man knoweth the 
Son but the Father; neither knoweth any man the Father, 
save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal Him^ 
(John i. 18; Matt. xi. 27.) We should think, therefore, 
both of the Father and of the Son, as our Saviour has spoken, 
and as his Apostles have taught concerning them both, and 
not pretend to be wise beyond what is written, by presuming 
to insist on three Persons in the former, and two Natures in 
the latter. If the Son has told us that the Father is Oney 
and that this is the first and greatest of all the Command- 
ments, dare we to gainsay the declaration, by maintaining 
that He is Triune? If he says of himself, that he " can do 
nothing of himself but acts, in every instance, under the 
control and direction of the Father, who " is greater than 
all," how dare we to accuse him of worse than equivocation, 
by attributing to him equality with the Father? If we are 
told by the Apostles that it was God's love that sent the Son 
to be the Saviour, is it not the height of presumption to say, 
or have we any right to make them false witnesses by assert- 
ing, that instead of possessing the Father* s love. His torath 
against us was only averted by the Son's intercession, and 
that we are only saved by the Son's sacrifice of himself in 
our stead? And how does this tally with the other asser- 
tion, that the One who thus intercedes is the same in reality 
with Sim whom he renders placable by his intercession? Look 
atj the " Covenant of Redemption," in Hook's " Church 
Dictionary," and you will read an account of the stipulation 
entered into between the three Persons of the Trinity for 
our salvation, and by which the Father, instead of a loving 
Parent, as Christ and his Apostles declare Him to be, is 
depicted with every attribute of an almost inflexible tyrant, 
only moved to compassion by a substitution of one vie- 

D 
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tim for another. Can this be called compassion or free 

I? 



The following is the accoiint of this transaction as given 
by Hook: — "By this covenant, the everlasting Son, who, 
with the Father and the Holy Spirit, is without beginning, 
God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God,'' [a 
species of information which we do not derive from the Son 
himself, or from his Apostles, who on the day of Pentecost 
were baptised with the Holy Spirit, or, inspired for the very 
purpose of bearing witness of him,] ^^ undertook to become 
incarnate, to dwell a certain time upon earth, subject to the 
law of human nature directing his whole conduct, while he 
should continue here, in such a manner as most effectually 
to promote the honour of his Father and the salvation of his 
people; that at length he would voluntarily deliver himself 
to sufferings and death, and remain for a time in the grave, 
thereby in human nature offering a satisfaction to the law of 
perfect obedience to the will of the Creator which human 
nature had violated," [Are we not elsewhere told that it re- 
quired the Divine nature to suffer — ^that an infinite satisfac- 
tion was necessary to reconcile God to man and purchase the 
remission of sin ?] " and removing the obstacle to the opera- 
tion of Divine mercy, which Divine justice interposed ; also, 
that, after his resurrection and ascension into heaven, he 
would employ his renewed life as the Ood-man" [Does this 
mean that he was not God-man on earth, and that he only 
became so after his resurrection?] "and his extensive au- 
thority in the mediatorial kingdom," [What is this ? Is it 
the kingdom of heaven ?] " to the same great purposes which 
engaged him to become incarnate. (Ps. xl. 6-9 ; Heb. x. 
5-10; Isa. Ixi. 1-3; Luke iv. 18; Isa. i. 5, 6). God 
the Father, on the other hand, stipulated to produce a 
human body for his co-eternal Son in the womb of the 
Virgin ; that He would strengthen his human nature, by the 
gifts and graces of the Holy Spirit, for the extraordinary 
work before him; that He would raise him from the dead 
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and elevate his human nature to the right hand of Power ; 
and that He would accept the Atonement when offered. It 
is added " [but by whom the reverend gentleman does not 
mention] ** that Ood the Holy Ghost stipulated to regenerate, 
renew, and sanctify those of mankind whom God the Father 
gave to his Son. Besides the texts given above, see Isa. vii. 
14 ; xi. 2, &c. ; liii. 10-15 ; Iv. 4, 5 ; xlix. 1-12, compared 
with Luke ii. 32; 2 Cor. vi. 2; Rev. vii. 16, 17; Ps. ii. 7-9; 
Luke xxii. 29; John v. 22-29; Heb. xii. 2." Where do 
we find anything of this kind revealed in Scripture ? The 
profane tale is well suited to Homer, and is analogous to his 
description of a meeting of the gods in consultation on mun- 
dane affairs; but it is surely unbecoming a sober accoimt 
and serious description of the Christian Revelation, though, 
as the work has reached its sixth edition, we must conclude 
the Church of England believes it a reality. Is this declar- 
ing the testimony of God in words of truth and soberness ?* 

* This imaginary coycnant (for imaginary it must be admitted to be by all, at 
least by all who deny the personality of the three Persons or SomewhcUs of the 
Trinity, and from what source it is derived except from the imagination of the 
writer, it is not easy to divine) brings to my recollection the soliloquy put into 
the mouth of St. John, by Chrysostqpi, the following translation of which is 
giveii by Dr. Priestley (p. 134, vol. iii. of his "Early Opinions concerning Christ") : 
— "Why do I delay ? Why have I any longer patience ? Why do I not bring forth 
the mystery hid from ages ? Why do I hide in myself the wisdom which was 
before the ages, which I derive from the immortal fountain on which I lean? 
Why do I not publish what angels are ignorant of? Why do I hide from the 
ends of the earth what none knows except the Father f Why do I not write what 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, through a wise and praiseworthy fear^ passed in 
silence, according to the orders that were given them? How shall I speak what 
was given me freely from above ? Matthew, according to what was granted to 
him, wrote according to his ability ; Mark and Luke in like manner, according 
to the supply of the spirit, have written their books in a becoming manner; I 
also will write, and add to those before the fourth fountain of life. For there 
remains to the divine voice the discourses of t?ie Divinity ^ and the world is in 
danger on this quarter. I will write a book which will stop the mouths of all 
who speak unjustly of God. I will write a book which will hide all the wis- 
dom of the world. I will write a book which shall not be confined to what con- 
cerns man. For the Church is provided with what Moses wrote concerning these 
things, about the heavens and the earth, &c. But I, leaving aU things which 
have come to pass, from time and in time, will speak of that which was without 
time and is uncreated; about the Logos of God, which was generated from the 
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This supposed incarnation and covenant have also indeed been 
made the groundwork of two of the most beautiful works of 
imagination in our own language — "Paradise Lost" and 
"Paradise Regained;" and to which the present system of 
theology appears more indebted than to the Bible. Milton, 
however, lived to see his error, and in his "Treatise on 
Christian Doctrine" (p. 4), styles these human accounts 
" the conmionly-received Drama of the Personalities in the 
Godhead." 

The believer in Christ, we are informed by Dr. Whately 
(p. 117), is aware that "the incarnation, as a speculative 
pointy^* is " taught in the Gospel, and only in the Gospel," 
though too apt to disregard it as the " basis of the worship 
of the Christian and of the Christian's obedience;" which I 
suppose to mean, that unless Christ be Ood mir faith would be 
vain, our obedience unnecessary; but if we prefer to listen to 
the Apostle Paul, we must admit that the resurrection of our 
Saviour as a man is sufficient for the Christian to believe, 
and all that is necessary to ensure our obedience to his com- 
mands, by proving him to have been the anointed and Heaven- 
appointed Messenger of Ood to man, Christ spoke the words 
of Qt)d, as did his Apostles, and " whether it is right in the 
sight of God to hearken imto man rather than to Qt)d, judge 

ye. 

Dr. Pye Smith remarks, that the Christian religion was 
not complete till many years after the death of Christ; that 
it was the very genius and character of his ministry that 
by it the peculiar doctrines of the Christian dispensation 
should not be fully unfolded by him. And Dr. Jortin, in his 
"Ecclesiastical History," mentions the learned Jurien, the 
French reformer,* as expressing nearly the same opinion. 

Father in an ineffable manner, abont which Moses dared not to speaks but I am 
able to do all things through Christ who strengthens me." 

* It was an observation of Monsieur Jurien,—" Every one knows that this 
mystery of the Trinity remained inform^ (without its right form or shape) till the 
Council of Nice, nay, until that of Constantinople in 381, when the Holy Ghost 
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But it has also been remarked, that any man competently 
acquainted with the Greek language, and comparing the 
beginning of Genesis with that of St. John's Gospel, would 
perceive that the latter is only a Platonic paraphrase of the 
other, and that the Evangelist only adopted the Platonic 
terms by way of accommodation, and not with any intention 
of violating the acknowledged Unity of the Deity. Indeed, it 
is admitted that the idea of a Trinity was not then matured ; 
and it appears to me that obedience is alone due to His own 
declared injunctions and those of his Apostles, and that any- 
thing required of us to be believed, more than they require, 
is man-made divinity, and consequently of no authority. He 
is the Finisher as well as the Author of our faith, and, as 
Head of his Church, alone knows and has made known 
to us the terms of salvation. Any other than he has made 
St. Paul declares is a new doctrine — ^the preaching another 
gospel — well meriting the Apostle's anathema. ** If you 
would enter into life," says our Saviour, "keep the Com- 
mandments ;" and I do not find among them belief in the 
Trinity. 

" The doctrine," as Mrs. Joanna Baillie, in her admirable 

was first decreed to be the Lord!" Of Monsieur Dupin, — " That before Origen's 
time the word * Trinity * was not known in the Christian Church ; that the word 
was first used by Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, contemporary with Origen, to 
signify the three Divine Persons ; and then he called the third Sctgeaae, or Wis- 
dom." Of Monsieur Souverain, — " That the Council of Nice did not at aU touch 
upon the Divinity of the Holy Ghost ; and that, on the contrary, some of the 
fathers of the Council would have made no difficulty to give the superiority, or 
precedence, to the Virgin Mary, in making her the third Person of the Trinity." 
While Denis Patau or Father Petavius says,—** The Catholic Church, accommo- 
dating itself through prudential reasons to human weakness, came not to the fuU 
profession of its doctrines but by little and little and by certain degrees. For it 
defined nothing in express terms concerning the Divinity of the Holy Ghost dur- 
ing the first four ages, or but a little before." Certainly Gregory Nazianzen 
excuses the proceeding of St. Basil (Orat. 20, Epistle 26), ** who having right 
sentiments of the Divinity of the Holy Ghost, yet, for the good of the Church, 
would by no means call him God openly and formally, because he was not igno- 
rant that there were many otherwise good Catholics who would be scandalised 
that that name should be given to the Holy Spirit, the usage of it not being free 
and public among the Catholics till after the second general Council, held in 
381."— ^cn Mordecai, vol. i. p. 191. 
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work, very justly remarks, " is one which, without pre- 
vious instruction, a person of plain sense might read through 
the whole of the New Testament without being aware of 
its being contained in it." And Dr. Disney notices the 
case of a Morocco Prince* as confirmatory of that opinion. 
But as the Civilian, in the course of his residence in 
India, must have heard of the intelligent and learned na- 
tive Rammohim Roy, I prefer instancing the case of that 
individual and his controversy with the missionaries of 
Serampore. 

Rammohun Roy was a Brahmin by caste, but so far in 
advance of the age in which he lived, as to perceive, in op- 
position to the common belief of his countrymen, that there 
is One, and only One God, the Creator and Preserver of man- 
kind. Disgusted with the puerility and miserable system of 
Hindoo idolatry, and dissatisfied with the cruelty of Mussul- 
mans against non- Mussulmans, he turned his attention to 
the Christian religion; indeed, he may be designated a Hin- 
doo in search of a religion. He was not ignorant that the 
Trinity was a doctrine believed in by a majority of Christians, 
for he tells us that ** he was for a long time perplexed by the 
differences which existed among the followers of the Saviour 
on the subject of the Trinity"; but, determined to qualify 
himself for an impartial examination of these differences, 
and judging for himself of a religion ** to which he was at- 
tracted by the sublimity of the precepts of its Foimder," he 
did what few Christians even would have done, he made 
himself master of the languages in which the Old and New 
Testaments were written, and then compared each opinion 
with the Gospel in the original; the result was, that not only 
did the doctrine not strike him at first, but after the most 
searching inquiry which a man of his acuteness could give 

* ** When Job Ben Solomon, the African Prince (who was master of the Arabic, 
and had acquired a competent knowledge of the English language), was in Eng- 
land about fifty years ago, and was asked, after reading the New Testament, if 
he found three Gods there, he replied, " Noy no! One Great God^ One (rreat 
Good God.*'-— (Vide Note, p. 26, " Dr. Disney's Friendly Dialogue, 1784.") 
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the subject, lie could not discover it, and from this we may 
fairly conclude that it does not exist. That he was perfectly 
unbiassed in his inquiry there can be no doubt; indeed it is 
evident, that had such a doctrine appeared to him to be war- 
ranted by the religion, he would have rejected Christianity, 
as he had already done the religion of Mahomet; for what 
greater cruelties could have been practised by Mussulmans 
against unbelievers, or by their Prophet, than by disciples of 
the same Master against each other, when such could occa- 
sion the expression — ** No wUd beasts were so furious against 
man as Christians against one another/' Therefore, I look 
upon him as precisely the person intended both by Mrs. 
Baillie and her right reverend opponent. Dr. Marshman 
insinuates that he may have been instigated by " the prin- 
ciple of self- righteousness,'' and Dr. Pye Smith by a "de- 
sire of notoriety," — and of this the Civilian must judge for 
himself; but, unacquainted as I am with the hearts of men, 
it does not appear to me that he was actuated by any other 
than a sincere wish to uphold the worship of the One true 
God. However, he has long since gone to his last account. 
Requiescat in pace! We may be assured that he will receive 
righteous judgment. The Rev. J. S. Porter, in a sermon on 
the death of this intelligent individual, has so eloquently 
and fully expressed my sentiments on the subject, that 
I am led to transcribe his own words, merely premising 
that though virtually a Christian, as having the spirit of 
Christ, Rammohun Roy never assimied the name, or went 
through the ceremony of baptism, which, if I mistake not, 
he himself admitted was required from aU those who wished 
to profess themselves Christians; and those of his countrymen 
who have adopted his religious sentiments on the subject of 
the strict Unity of God still eschew the name of Christian, 
preferring to be styled Monotheists. 

"The force of prejudice," observes Mr. Porter, "is so 
great, and the strength of principles imbibed in early youth 
and confirmed by education so powerful, that it is extremely 
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difficult for a man, who has been brought up in the belief 
of any religious creed, to throw it off in after-life, be it ever 
BO erroneous. Such is the power of habit, that the slight- 
est pretence of argument, if its tendency be to strengthen 
a preconceived opinion, will carry with it the force of de- 
monstration; and the soundest reasoning in opposition to 
an established prejudice wiU pass unheeded, or be derided as 
a flimsy subterfuge. Rammohim Boy has observed, in one 
of his invaluable works, teeming with soimd philosophy and 
instinct with truth, — ^that if the belief that the idols of their 
gods are animated were not early instilled into the minds 
of the Hindoo children, it would be impossible in after-life 
to palm upon them so monstrous an absurdity; and being 
so instilled and inculcated, it is almost as impossible to pre- 
vail on them to reject it. This is a general law of the human 
mind; hence, persons who have been reared in the profes- 
sion of particidar creeds and doctrinal views of Christianity, 
can seldom estimate fairly the comparative weight of ar- 
guments for and against their own tenets. "With the best 
intention to be candid and impartial, the mind has a bias, 
unknown to itself, and this influences all its decisions. So 
strongly did this truth present itself to Dr. "Watts, that, in 
one of the works which he published, while stiU a believer 
in the Trinity, he expressed a wish that the whole contro- 
versy on that subject could be submitted to the arbitration 
of some conscientious Turk or Indian, not a believer in Chris- 
tianity but furnished with the necessary aids for understand- 
ing the meaning of the Scriptures.* He intimated his 
willingness to abide by that person's decision of the ques- 
tion. The experiment has been made. Its result has been 
such as the friends of TJnitarianism had long predicted. Bam- 
mohun Roy answers to all the conditions proposed. He is the 
Indian contemplated by Dr. Watts. After the fullest and 
most impartial examination, he has published to the world 

* This proposal gave occasion to one of the best works on the Doctrine of the 
Trinity.— (Ftcfe " Tomkins' Sober Appeal to |i Turk or an Indian.") 
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his conviction that the doctrine of the Trinity is not to be 
found in the Bible, and that the Scriptures are uniformly and 
decidedly Unitarian. The weight of this testimony is great. 
In my judgment it deserves a place among the presumptive 
arguments in favour of Unitarian Christianity." 

It might have been expected that so laudable an endeavour 
to open the eyes of his benighted countrymen, and to turn 
them from darkness to light, would have been haUed cor- 
dially, and not merely nominally, by every well-wisher for 
the diffiision and spread of the Gospel among the heathen; 
but, unfortunately, the Serampore missionaries saw it in a 
different light, and belonging to that class who think " no 
one can be a Christian without believing the Deity of Christ," 
and being, of course, better informed than their Master, as 
to what is required for the attainment of everlasting life, con- 
sidered the keeping of his Commandments as iDSufficient, and 
objected to the work as perverting the whole design of the 
Gospel, and garbling the Scriptures by representing a part of 
them only as adequate for the purpose. Besides faith in the 
incomprehensible and mysterious doctrines of the Trinity, &c. 
belief in our Saviour's miracles was also insisted upon as a fur- 
ther requisite for salvation; and Eammohun Roy was accused 
of placing these miracles on a par with those of the Hindoo 
sages, although, as I have observed, he accounted for having 
omitted their mention, by remarking that he thought " they 
would be calculated to carry little weight with the natives, 
the fabricated tales handed down to them (as articles of be- 
lief) being of a much more wonderful nature." So far, how- 
ever, is Eammohun Roy from expressiDg any doubts, on his 
own part, of the miracles, that he expressly acknowledges 
their truth and excellency, as illustrated by sacred authority 
(p. 3 of the " Christian Doctrine "), makes constant allusion 
to the references made by our Saviour to his works in proof 
of his Messiahship, and declares his own happiness in having 
been persuaded to place implicit confidence in the veracity, 
candour, and perfection of Jesus of Nazareth (p. 6). I think, 
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however, that he has admirably proved that the doctrines, 
required by the missionaries in question to be believed, are 
unsupported by the Scriptures; and to convince the Civilian 
of this, is the object of these remarks.* Whether I shall 
succeed or not it is impossible to say, for I am well aware 
that the same amoimt of evidence which will convince one 
person, is not sufficient to satisfy another, and experience 
has also taught me that prejudice and previously formed 
opinions are sometimes insurmountable and never easily over- 
come. But I confidently appeal to his own good sense, whe- 
ther it is consistent in him, or any other person holding 
similar sentiments respecting the Persons of the Trinity, to 
continue in communion with, and attend the services of, a 
Church in which those Persons are not only addressed as 
"possessed of personal qiialities,'' but each invoked sepa- 
rately as a distinct and individual God — " God the Father,'' 
"God the Son," "God the Holy Ghost" to "have mercy 
upon us," — and one as a man-God, by his " agony and bloody 
sweat," his " cross and passion," yea, by his " gracious death 
and burial"! 

The Civilian, no doubt, most conscientiously believes him- 
self to be a Trinitarian, and though it is out of his power to 
receive the Trinity of the Athanasian Creed, (which is that, 
however, of the Church of England,) so inveterately have old 
associations fettered his judgment and warped his under- 
standing, so completely has habit taught him to think with 
and follow the multitude, that he is imable to separate the 
idea of a Trinity from that of Christianity, and he has con- 
sequently, as I have affirmed, adopted the theory of Arch- 
bishop Whately, whose prejudices on that particular point 
seem to be as strong as his own, and flatters himself with 
the idea that he may thereby be justified in ascribing one 
person to the Father, another person to the Son, and a third 

* Bishop Watson says, that Christ's authority, as the Messenger of God, is 
equally great, whether he is supposed to have been the Eternal God himself, or 
only commissioned by Him. 
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person to the Holy Ghost. But even supposing that in this 
sense the theory could be understood as authorising the 
verbal application of the expression "Trinity in Unity," in 
what, I would again ask, does it differ from St. Paul's de- 
claration? Is God not our Creator? (Gen. i. 27.) Is he 
not our Redeemer who redeemed his children Israel out of 
the land of Egypt? (Ex. vi. 6.) Is he not our SanctifierP 
(Ex. XXXI. 13.) Whence then the necessity of apportioning 
some of these operations to the Son and others to the Holy 
Ghost? It is not unlikely that the Civilian, from the con- 
temptuous idea usually entertained of the native character, 
may not have read Rammohun Roy's works with the atten- 
tion they really deserve, and if so, I beg to recommend them 
to his most serious and candid consideration. I would also 
recommend for his perusal Mrs. Dana's " Letters to Relatives 
and Friends"; the Apology of Ben Mordecai; and the Auto- 
biography of the late Rev. J. Blanco White, who, originally 
bred to the Roman Catholic Church, in which his learning 
and logical abilities speedily procured him advancement, re- 
noimced the religion of his fathers in disgust on perceiving 
its errors, fled his country (Spain), and, coming to England, 
became a member of the Established Church; but finding on 
subsequent inquiry the doctrines and tenets to be similar in 
almost every respect to those of the Church he had left, 
renoimced it also, and adopted and died in anti-Trinitarian 
belief.* 

* Blanco White died on the 20th May 1841, and was unable, for some months 
previously, to write himself. He was not, however, his friend Mr. Thom informs 
us, freed from the benign persecution which dogmatic religion moves even tender 
hearts to inflict; and, to an excellent lady who was impelled to urge the dangers 
of his faith, dictated the following reply :—** Greenbank, March 14, 1841. My ever 
kind friend, — I am so fully aware of the devoted friendship which dictated your 
last note, that I require no explanation in regard to the tone of certainty as to 
my being in the wrong, which is perceptible throughout the whole of it. But I 
am so near my end that I must enter a protest against the supposition which 
makes me appear like a self-convicted criminal. You have examined in religion, 
and the examination has ended in the perfect conviction, you express, in regard to 
certain doctrines. What other ground can you have? I have examined the 
same points most conadentumaly during the best of my life, and I am compelled 
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In his Autobiography, published after his death by his 
executor, the Rev. J. H. Thorn, may be traced the workings 
of a mind fully imbued with the spirit of Christ; but Arch- 
bishop Whately can only account for his last change of 
opinion by attributing to him " disorder of the intellect," 
** mental disease," " insanity," or " gross habitual falsehood " 
(Essays, p. 125). Judging, however, from the Autobiography 
and Correspondence, I have no hesitation in asserting that he 
was as sane, with intellect clearer, and judgment more strong, 
than when he formerly affixed his signature to the Thirty- 
nine Articles of the Church of England. A man has as much 
right to use his own imderstanding in judging of truth as 
his own eyes to see his way; and though one man may be 
more learned than another, is his judgment therefore more 
infallible? The old song tells us, and tells us truly, that 
"when the judgment's weak the prejudice is strong;" but 
may it not as justly be said, " the judgment's weak when 
prejudice is strong," or, in other words, that strong pre- 
judice weakens the judgment ? I can in no other way account 
for the fact, that where the Trinity is concerned, individuals, 
whose judgment in every other respect is indisputable, and 
their authority admitted, are so blinded as to profess to be- 
lieve that Three are One — ^that the Father is God, the Son is 
God, and the Holy Ghost is God; and yet that there are 
not three Gods, but One God. This, though a mathematical, 

by the clearest conviction to declare your concltuiona wrong. What other ground 
can I have ? God alone knows who is in the right. But although this expression 
sounds like doubt, it does not mean it. As far as it is given me to see into these 
subjects, I am fully conyinced that God is my Saviour; that through His good- 
ness alone I shall be saved; that the whole system of the Atonement is a mistake. 
I assert this just in the same spirit as that in which you charge me with error. 
In spite of my views, I love and respect you, considering the happiness which 
has arisen to me from your friendship as one of the best gifts of God. The dif- 
ference in our creeds consists in this, that while / cannot conceive that any ab- 
stract error of yours can interfere with your eternal happiness, yours forces you 
to consider me as a condemned criminal, between whom and eternity there stands 
nothing but a thread of life. Whatever you may say, I cannot believe that you 
entertain this persuasion in regard to me. May the God of Peace and Love bless 
you! Your friend, J. B. White." — {Vide " Autobiography," page 303.) 
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physical, and moral impossibility, is what the Athanasian 
Creed insists upon, and what the Church of England requires 
her divines to subscribe to and her lay members to believe as 
Gospel truths; but Bishop Horsley observes, in the quotation 
from his works by the Civilian, p. 125, — *' This [the com- 
mon conviction entertained by the ignorant as well as the 
learned, the common faith of both, the sense and conscious- 
ness of the excellence of the Gospel generally, or common 
sense as I should say] is an evidence which is felt no doubt 
in its full force by many a man who can hold no argument 
about the nature of its certainty; for a quick discernment 
and a truth of taste in religious subjects proceed not from 
the subtlety or refinement of the understanding, by which 
men are qualified to figure in the arts of rhetoric and dispu- 
tation, but from the moral qualities of the heart." I therefore 
hope to be pardoned for presxmiing to differ in many in- 
stances from even the Archbishop of Dublin, on the subject 
and reasoning of his Essays, and from the conclusions he 
has drawn from the words of Scripture; looking upon them 
as I do, whilst intended no doubt to enlighten, as tending in 
reality to confound and mislead. 

The First Essay, I have already remarked, appears to me 
to be unnecessary, when addressed to individuals already 
satisfied that life and immortality were brought to light 
through the Gospel only; but thus far it is of use, that the 
same arguments used by his lordship to prove that the doc- 
trine of a future state was not revealed to the Israelites by 
their lawgiver Moses, may, mutatis mutandis, be employed to 
show that those of the Trinity, &c. now declared to be pecu- 
liarities of the Gospel, were not communicated or made known 
to us by our lawgiver Christ, or his Apostles, after the re- 
ceipt of that power from on high, which was to bring to 
their remembrance whatever he had said unto them. " Is not 
the conclusion incontestible, that if those doctrines had been 
to be revealed, or any traditionary knowledge of it con- 
firmed, we should have found it still more explicitly stated. 
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and still more frequently repeated, instead of being set before 
US in a few scattered texts, which it is now contended imply 
them ?" Would not our Saviour and his Apostles, had they 
intended to inculcate such doctrines, ''have clearly stated, 
and dwelt upon them in almost every page,'^ as the one 
thing needful to ensure eternal life, instead of declaring 
that all that is required for that purpose is obedience to Gbd's 
Commandments, which consist in love to him and our neigh- 
bour, and that on these " hang all the law and the prophets" P 
" "Would such doctrine have been left to rest on an oblique 
and incidental implication?" — (WTiately's Essays, p. 61.) 
Should we not have been informed, totidem verbisy that it was 
only necessary to believe the Atonement, or that satisfaction 
was made by Christ for the sins of man, past, present, and 
to come? — ^for such is the alleged doctrine of the Gospel by 
those who insist on a literal instead of a spiritual construc- 
tion of the Bible. 

The Second Essay is made up of hypotheses or supposi- 
tions, not proved, but supported by references to texts of Scrip- 
ture, ichich are cMuced as uncontradicted in their signification. 
This is a proceeding commonly resorted to by Trinitarians in 
the prosecution of this controversy, and is apparent in every 
one of their polemical works on religion, where we invariably 
find portions of Scripture urged as convincing, without any 
allusion being made to the fact that the orthodoxy of the 
interpretation is disputed, and the reader is thus kept in the 
dark that any difference of opinion does exist regarding 
them. Indeed, the maxim of "Audi alteram partem" is never 
acted upon by such controversialists. 

The Archbishop dogmatically affirms that the incarnation 
and the sacrifice of Christ for the sins of man are doctrines 
of the Gospel; and his object is to prove them peculiarities of 
that Gospel, and the distinguishing features of the Christian 
religion. We are not authorised, he says (p. 101), to inquire 
why the incarnation took place, why God thought fit to take 
our nature upon him in Christ Jesus, or why such sacrifice 



51 

on the part of Christ, or God in Christ, was necessary, but 
only why the facts are made known and revealed to us. 
Before we can admit the revelation we must be assured of 
the circumstance said to be revealed, and this being positively 
denied, must be the primary subject of inquiry. In order to 
substantiate the fact, the necessity of which he cannot but 
perceive, the Archbishop begins by assuming that " the de- 
claration spoken of by the Apostle John, when he says ' No 
man hath seen God at any time ' [he knew nothing, it is evi- 
dent, of God's appearing in the flesh], ' the only-begotten Son, 
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him,' 
cannot be imderstood as merely an authoritative annoimce- 
ment of God's will, such as was made by the Prophet, because 
the context evidently shows that he is speaking of something 
peculiar to the only-begotten Son;" and therefore he says 
that " this declaration does not refer to a mere message sent 
from God, but to a manifestation of God himself in Jesus 
Christ," which, he alleges, the Apostle has just above described 
by saying " The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us" ; 
and he asserts, therefore, that Christ came not merely as a 
Prophet sent from God, but as Emannuel, "God with us;" 
and on these points I beg leave to submit a few observations. 
The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews, who, I may be 
allowed to say, imderstood our religion as well as Dr. 
Whately, informs us that " God, who at sundry times and 
in divers manners spake in times past imto the Fathers by 
the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken imto us by his 
Son"; and I do not learn that the message by the latter was 
in any way different (except in being more explicit) from that 
spoken by the former, that I should perceive anything peculiar 
in the declaration of God by him. Dr. Pye Smith, I think, 
justly construed the passage. The only-begotten Son who is 
in the bosom of the Father, he hath/t^% eaplained the Divine 
doctrine, (p. 214, vol. ii. "Scripture Testimony,") and the 
reasoning of the Archbishop is consequently lost upon me. 
That St. John had it in contemplation, in his writings, to 
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refute the heresies prevailing in his time, I fully believe; but 
that ho intended to give a diflferent account of our Saviour 
from his brother Apostle, Peter, and who has told us all that 
is possible for us to know respecting the true nature and 
character of Jesus Christ, namely, that he was " a man ap- 
proved of God among you by miracles, and wonders, and 
signs, which God did by him in the midst of you " (Acts ii. 
22), I have no hesitation in denying. I as positively assert, 
that the first clause of the passage, viz. that '* no man hath 
seen God at any time," (an assertion obvious and indisputa- 
ble,) is subversive of the extraordinary notion of the Incar- 
nation as well as that of the Trinity — a doctrine, it must be 
recollected, made orthodox imder the same Pope who decided 
Tramubstantiation to be apart of the Holy Catholic faith.* 
With regard to the commencement of St. John's Gospel, 

♦ Cudworth refers the doctrine of the Trinity as now existing, the present or- 
thodox system, to the fourth General Lateran Council, held in 1215, under Poi>e 
Innocent III ; — the same Pope, who had the honour of introducing Tran- 
substantiation and Auricular Confession into the Church, or, to use Mosheim's 
language (vol. iii. p. 217) — ** It was reserved for Innocent to put an end to the 
liberty, which every Christian had hitherto eiyoyed, of interpreting this presence 
in the manner he thought most agreeable to the declarations of Scripture, and to 
decide in favour of the most absurd and monstrous doctrine that the frenzy of 
superstition was capable of inventing. This audacious Pontiff pronounced the 
opinion, which is embraced at this day in the Church of Rome, with regard to 
that point, to be the only true and orthodox account of the matter; and he had 
the honour of introducing and establishing the use of the term Tranaubstantiationf 
which was hitherto absolutely unknown. The same Pontiff placed, by his own 
authority, among the duties prescribed by the Divine laws, that of Aurictdar 
Confession to a priest — a confession that implied not only a general acknow- 
ledgment, but also a particular enumeration, of the sins and follies of the peni- 
tent. Before this period several doctors, indeed, looked upon this kind of 
confession as a duty inculcated by Divine authority, but this opinion was not 
publicly received as the doctrine of the Church ; for, though the confession of sin 
was justly deemed an essential duty, yet it was left to every Christian's choice 
to make the confession mentally to the Supreme Being, or to express it in words 
to a spiritual confidant and director. These two laws which, by the authority of 
Innocent, were received as laws of God, and, consequently, adopted as laws of 
the Church, occasioned a multitude of new injunctions and rites, of which not 
even the smallest traces are to be found in the Sacred Writings, or in the Apos- 
tolic and primitive ages, and which were much more adapted to establish and 
extend the reign of superstition, than to open the eyes of the blinded multitude 
upon the enormous abuses of which it had been the source." 
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"The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us/' the 
worthy prelate ought to have informed his readers that the 
original word Logos, translated in our version of the Gospel 
"the Word," no more necessarily refers to Christ, or any 
other than God himself, than does the word " wisdom,"* of 
which Solomon says " The Lord possessed me in the begin- 
ning of his way, before his works of old" (Prov. viii. 22) ; 
" The Lord 6y vnsdom hath foimded the earth" (Prov. iii. 19). 
And as to the expression " Emmanuel," which being inter- 
preted is " God with us," we have no intimation that our 
Saviour was ever called by the name, or, in short, that it 
was ever intended for more than a descriptive title of the effects 
of his preaching, thus famishing no proof whatever of God's 
having taken our nature upon Him, and appearing to man in 
the human nature of Jesus Christ. In order to confirm his 
view of the declaration by Jesus, he quotes St. Paul, as de- 
scribing the incarnation, in saying that " God was manifest 
in the flesh," and that " Christ was the brightness of His 
glory, and the express image of His person." But his lord- 
ship knows, and ought to have made known to his readers, 
that the word God, in the first quotation, is, by many of the 
most eminent critics, of all denominations, considered spuri- 
ous — ^an interpolation or misconstruction of the original; and 
that it ought to have been written it or who, referring either to 
the Gospel, the mystery of godliness, meaning nothing more 
than the new doctrine of godliness, or to Christ as the personi- 
fication of that godliness, as Christ is often used for his doc- 
trine. In this case I think it would have been admitted, as 
no very forced construction, that the expression is synony- 
mous with that employed by the same Apostle in Rom. i. 20, — 
" For the invisible things of him from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made, even his eternal power and Godhead ; so that they 
are without excuse." That the teaching or preaching of Christ 

* Mr. Keble insists that Wisdom, in the Book of Proverbs, is a name of the 
Second Person of the Trinity, but this, he says, ** we know, and can only know, 
by tradition!" 

E 
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is here referred to, instead of God's works, as being the 
manifestation of God to man; or, as Whichcote in his 47th 
Aphorism says, " The superaddition to the principles of God's 
creation is, the declaration of God by Christy directing us 
how to come to reconciliation, through the mediation of him, 
and upon terms of repentance/' This meaning, however, of 
the word " manifest" would then be very different from that 
insisted on as the true one; but at all events the worthy 
Doctor ought to have imitated the example of Dr. Pye Smith, 
(who, barring the prejudices resulting from a preconceived 
theory, is a much more candid supporter of the Trinity,) and 
have honestly confessed the existence of a different opinion, 
assigned his own reasons for adhering to the conmion ver- 
sion, and left it to his readers to form their own judgment 
and determine for themselves. 

When our Saviour (John xiv. 21) says, " He that hath my 
commandments, and keepeth them, he it is that loveth me; 
and he that loveth me shall be loved of my Father, and I will 
love him, and will manifest myself to him," the manifestation 
here promised, though Judas construed the word literally as 
meaning a visible appearance, " how is it that thou wilt mani- 
fest thyself unto us, and not unto the world?" is a spiritual 
one; and, in like manner, I look upon the phrase " God mani- 
fest in the flesh" (allowing the word " God" to be genuine and 
really written by the Apostle) to mean, not that God really 
and literally showed himself visibly in the form and shape of 
Jesus Christ, but figuratively, by means of the supernatural 
powers conferred upon the latter as a human being — " the 
miracles, wonders, and signs which God did by him." It 
may be observed, too, that the Apostle, by calling Jesus of 
Nazareth "the brightness of His glory, and the express 
image of His person," could never intend to announce him 
as the very Being of whose glory he was the brightness, 
and of whose person he was the image ; for though we can 
understand the expression "none but himself can be his 
parallel," we never hear any one spoken of as being the 
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image of himself or of his own person; and it is therefore 
evident to me^that the Apostle's words are understood lite- 
rally when he speaks figuratively, Christ has revealed or de- 
clared all that we can know of God, who was with and in 
him, by speaking and working through and by him. Can 
there be a more beautiful figure of speech, than to say that 
in raising up Christ as a prophet, " God hath visited his 
people;" that in him we saw all that could be seen of the 
Father, whose representative and typical image he was ; and 
that in him God was manifest in the flesh, that is, by the 
miracles, signs, and wonders that he did? The author of 
" Reason, Revelation, and Faith'^ very justly remarks (p. 8), 
that " the goodness of God is the only manifestation of God 
which it concerns us in our present state to realise." When 
Christ says of himself " he that hath seen me hath seen the 
Father," as quoted by Dr. Whately, does he not explain his 
own meaning by adding, " Believest thou not that I am in 
the Father, and the Father in meP the words that I speak 
imto you, / speak not of myself: but the Father that dwell- 
eth in me He doeth the works." " I came down from heaven, 
not to do mine own will, but the will of Him that sent me." 
Could the sender (as the Civilian construes the prophecy in 
Malachi, p. 59) and the sent be the same person? or, if 
Christ were God incarnate, would it not have been his own 
will he came to do? Is it not said also of all Christians that 
God dwelleth in us, and we in Hiniy if we keep His command- 
ments? (1 John, iii. 24.) Are not all true Christians one with 
Gody in the same sense that Christ was one with God? 

It is a frequent accusation against the Unitarian, that he will 
not receive the Scripture in its plain and obvious sense, and this 
is attributed by some to pride of intellect, but by Mr. Burgh to 
pride of ignorance;* but of all objections to the doctrine this 
appears to be the most frivolous and easily refuted. We do 
not indeed look upon the literal to be always the most obvious 

* On this, see a sermon by Bey. S. Bache, " Examination of Objections made 
to Unitarianism by the Rev. J. C. Miller." 
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meaning, for the sense often requires a figurative and meta- 
phorical interpretation ; and as we never prefer the sound to 
the sense, such is consequently adopted where necessary, and 
surely we have for this the authority of the Trinitarian him- 
self, in his rejection of Transubstantiation, in favour of which 
doctrine there cannot be a more decided argument than our 
Saviour's own words, if taken literally, — " Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life 
in you" (John vi. 53). On what other principle can we 
object to the Mormon idea of God having body, parts, and 
passions, because he is said to speak, hear, walk, and love? 
The Unitarian can express the hope that is in him in the 
very language and sound words of Scripture, without the 
necessity of making our Saviour at one time speak in one 
character, and at another in another; or now as God, and 
now as man. But the reason assigned by the Archbishop 
for his belief in the incarnation is most extraordinary in a dis- 
ciple of Christ, enjoined by him to worship God as a Spirit, 
in spirit and in truth. We are told (p. 100) that it is pre- 
sumptuous to inquire why the incarnation took place; but 
the right reverend gentleman has not hesitated to decide the 
point himself (p. 102), that is, " For what purposes we are taught 
by Scripture to believe in the incarnation of God in Christ Jesus, 
and to regard that as a manifestation of God to his creatures P 
He informs us that " we shall find good reason for concluding 
that it was designed, in part at least, for the purpose of leading 
men both to piety and morality, by a method admirably 
adapted to that purpose, and which is absolutely peculiar to 
Christianity, — ^viz. by bringing down more to the level of our 
capacity, the moral attributes of the Deity, and thus better 
engaging our affections on the side of devotion ; and secondly, 
by exhibiting a perfect and exalted model of human excel- 
lence; both these objects are effected by the mysterious 
union of the Divine and human natures. The Divine Word was 
made flesh to lead us to affectionate piety, and the manhood 
was taken into God to teach us Godlike virtue." "It is 
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easy," he proceeds, " to say that we ought to love and wor- 
ship, as well as reverence and fear the Supreme Being; yet 
nothing is, in fact, more difficult for such a creature as man,* 
surrounded too, as he is, by gross material objects, and ne- 
cessarily occupied in worldly pursuits, than to lift up his 
thoughts and affections to God, a Being whose nature is so 
incomprehensibk that our knowledge of Sim is chiefly negative; 
of whom we know not so much what He is as what Se is not^ 
it is difficult to make even a steady object of thought. Now, 
we believe that God is a Spirit; but we have a very faint 
notion of the nature of a spirit, eiccept in respect of its being 
not a body. God is eternal; but we are bewildered with the 
very idea of eternity, of which we only know that it is idthout 
beginning and without end; we say that the Divine attributes 
are infinite, i. e. not boimded, «^wlimited; and even where our 
knowledge of God extends beyond mere negatives, we can- 
not but perceive, on attentive reflection, that the attributes 
assigned to the Deity must, in reality, be such in Him as the 
ordinary sense of those same terms, when applied to men, can 
but very faintly shadow out. But the difficulty is still greater 
when we attempt to set our affections on this awful and incon- 
ceivable Being, — ^to address, as a tender Parent, Him who has 
formed out of nothing, and could annihilate in a moment, 
countless myriads, perhaps, of worlds besides our own; and 
to whom ^ the nations are but as the drop of a bucket and 
the small dust of a balance,' — ^to offer our tribute of praise 
and obedience to Him who can neither be benefited nor hurt 
by us, — ^to implore favour and deprecate punishment from 
Him who has no passions or wants as we have, — ^to confess 

* It is held, I believe, by Mr. Wilberforce, that ** by the very constitution of 
our nature, we are not susceptible of affections towards an invisible Being," and, 
consequently, I suppose that Jesus Christ, and not God, is the proper object of 
gratitude, joy, hope, and trust, — on the principle no doubt of St. John, that " he 
that loveth not his brother whom he hath seen, how can he love God whom he 
hath not seen ? " And it is a remark of Sterne, that " Religion was too abstracted 
before our Saviour's time ; but the clothing of the Divinity with matter hath pre- 
sented us with a sensible object for our adoration — for philosophic religion is a 
religion for a philosopher only." 
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our sins before Him who is exempt, not only from all sin, 
but from all human infirmities and temptations, — and, in 
short, to hold spiritual intercourse with One mth whom we can 
have no aympathy,^' [Does He not sympathise with us, as an 
earthly parent with the children of his loveP] " and of whom 
we can with difficulty form any clear conception. These im- 
pediments to devotion, it is probabk, the Apostle John had in 
mind when he said ' no man hath seen God at any time;' and 
he seems to have conceived the * declaration' of God, by Jesus 
Christ, was calcidated, not indeed wholly, to remove those im- 
pediments, but so far to moderate and lower them, as to leave 
no insuperable difficulty to a willing mind." On this, I must 
be allowed to say that I see no such probability, neither do I 
think that our Saviour had any such idea in his mind when he 
enjoined us to worship God as a Spirit. I would ask — ^Is not 
this recommending the worship of a corporeal Deity , and not 
that of God as a Spirit? He proceeds — "And when we wor- 
ship him" [Jesus Christ], " though we worship him not as man 
but as Gody^ [What is the invocation " By thine agony and 
bloody sweat"? Is that prayer addressed to him as the im- 
mortal GodP] "still it will give an affectionate fervour to 
our devotions to have an habitual remembrance that this very 
God was also man, deigning for our sakes to be made flesh, and 
dwell among us, taking upon him the form of a servant, and 
humbling himself even unto the death of the Cross" (p. 109). 
Again, — " When I say, however, that we worship Christ, not 
as man but as God, I mean only that the worship which evi- 
dently the Apostles and their immediate disciples paid and 
were taught to pay to him" [ Where were they taught to wor- 
ship him at all either as God or man?] " was not directed to a 
mere man, however high in the Divine favour, but to God ma- 
nifest in the flesh." I have already stated my opinion relative 
to the meaning of the phrase " God manifest in the flesh ;" 
and I will only add that no Unitarian Christian ever con- 
sidered Jesus Christ as a mere man. He is looked upon as a 
real man, a human being or creature no doubt, but at the 
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same time as one appointed by God for an especial purpose — 
a Prophet raised up to the Israelites from among their breth- 
ren, like unto Moses, but so superior to him and all other 
prophets, that the greatest of them all declared himself un- 
worthy to bear the latchet of his shoes. The Archbishop goes 
on to intimate (p. 112) that " another advantage — ^probably 
designed in exhibiting to man the sttipendcms work of the iip- 
carnation — ^is the proposing a perfect model for our imita- 
tion." It is quite true that men learn better from example 
than precept, but what example can a Ood-many a hybridous 
creature, a superhuman model be to mere men such as we areP 
The object of the Stoics in holding up their sapiens or wise men 
as a pattern, was doubtless as stated by the Archbishop; but 
their utter failure merely confirms our Saviour's assertion in 
relation to the conversion of the individual who trusted in his 
riches to enter into the kingdom of heaven, that " to men this is 
impossible, but to God all things are possible." They could not 
produce perfection, but God has shown His power to do so by 
raising up his spotless, consequently well-beloved Son, and 
sending him to be the Saviour of the world. Jesus of Naza- 
reth is acknowledged and venerated by all who believe in 
him, as a perfect and exalted model of excellence; but it is as 
a man, not as the Second Person of the Trinity, that he is an 
example to us that we should follow his steps. Mr. Paul 
Cardale, in his "True Doctrine of the New Testament," 
observes (p. 204), — " The late Dr. Evans of Bristol, though he 
seems to allow the doctrine of our Saviour's proper Deity and 
pre-existence, expresses himself thus : ' He was an example 
in our nature; but in several particulars of human excellence 
God cannot be a proper pattern. An independent Being, as 
the blessed God necessarily is, cannot go before us in. fear 
and reverence, in trust and confidence, in subjection and obe- 
dience to the authority and law of a superior. His perfect 
blessedness in himself makes it impossible that we should have 
in him di. pattern of temper and behaviour proper for us under 
afflictions, because he is out of the reach of any. His Majesty 
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cannot stoop so low as to teach us, by his own practice, our 
social duties to our fellow-creatures, because they are all his 
subjects and not his equals.' But since Christ is a partaker 
of flesh and bloody his example is properly human, accom- 
modated to our condition, and fit to show us how men ought 
to act. Upon this account, too, it is more suitable than an 
angelic one could have been. Christ had what the angels 
had not, namely, Hke natural affections and passions with us, 
by occasion of an earthly body. He was subject to hunger and 
thirst, as we are — capable of weariness and pain, of joy and 
sorrow, of love, compassion, and anger, — and was therefore 
more proper to teach us how to govern our appetites and re- 
gulate our passions." (See "Discourses on Christian Temper," 
vol. i. sermon 4.) Such is the Trinitarian character of our 
Saviour; but what says the Apostle in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews (ii. 17) P "/w all things it behoved him [the Captain of 
our salvation] to be made like tmto his brethren" Does not St. 
Peter (1 Pet. v. 1) declare that he was a witness of Christ's 
sufferings ; and that he has, in these his sufferings for us, left 
us an example, that we should follow his steps (1 Pet. ii. 21) P 
and was not Christ himself obedient to the authority of a 
superior, the will of his Father, even unto " the death of the 
cross"? Are we ever told by those who testified of him, that 
he possessed other than a human nature P And does it not 
therefore foUow, as a matter of course, that he was as to 
his nature a man simply P Could not God have clothed an 
angel in an earthly body, when he woidd equally have been 
a pattern to us for the regulation of our appetites and pas- 
sions P Why must Christ have of necessity been God incar- 
nate P We might have doubted how human nature should 
have attained such a pitch of excellence ; but he has told us 
that God dwelt in him, and would dwell in us. He is the image 
of God; and his Apostle has assured us that, in hke man- 
ner, we may be conformed to his, he being only the first- 
born of many brethren (Rom. viii. 29). 

For the real peculiarities of the Gospel, I would refer the 
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Civilian to a sermon on the subject by the Rev. James Yates, 
who has clearly shown that in the sixteenth century the Eoman 
Catholic missionaries foimd the adoration of Three in One, 
and the incarnation of the Second Person of their Trinity 
and his expiatory sacrifice, current among the aborigines of 
America; and that the late Dr. Claudius Buchanan, a former 
provost of our College in Calcutta, likewise declared that the 
same idea of a Triime God, &c. was current throughout al- 
most the whole of Asia. Dr. Horsley, in his charge to the 
clergy of the Archdeaconry of St. Albans (p. 49), adverts to 
the same facts: — "The notion, therefore, of a Trinity, more 
or less removed from the purity of the Christian faith, is 
foimd to have been a leading principle in all the ancient 
schools of philosophy, and in the religions of ahnost all na- 
tions; and traces of an early popular belief of it appear even 
in the abominable rites of idolatrous worship. Thus the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is rather confirmed than discredited by 
the suffipage of the heathen sages; since the resemblance of 
the Christian faith and the Pagan philosophy in this article, 
when fairly interpreted, appears to be nothing less than the 
consent of the latest and the earliest revelations." It must 
therefore be acknowledged that those doctrines are not, as 
alleged, peculiarities of the Gospel, and confined to Christia- 
nity; for, though one of the Fathers attributes the know- 
ledge to the Devil, who had stolen it from the EvangeKcal 
Law, yet still the fact is related as undeniable. The senti- 
ments expressed by the Archbishop, and the reasons as- 
signed by him for the Incarnation, are well suited to the 
advocate for image worship, who had never been taught the 
second Commandment or learned of Christ, but could hardly 
have been expected from one professing to be a teacher 
of Christianity. To use the language of Milton, however, 
"The divines of the Church of England, though they in 
word renoimce the Pope, still hug the popedom ;" or per- 
haps his lordship may be one of those who consider Scrip- 
ture a guide only so far as circumstances admit, and that 
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the second Commandment, though binding on the Jew, who 
was ignorant of any image of God — such as Christ is — is 
now abrogated by the fact of the incarnation, and there- 
fore no longer obligatory on the Christian, who looks upon 
the Son not only as the image or likeness of the invisible 
God, but as the Almighty himself incarnate. The Protes- 
tant objects to Transubstantiation, as it is called ; because he 
looks upon the very idea as so revolting to the human mind^ 
that the real Presence should be transformed into a wafer — 
that we should have "a, wafer-God," as some one has expressed 
it ; but is it not equally revolting to suppose that He whom 
the heaven of heavens cannot contain should be bom of a 
virgin, and appear in a piece of flesh rather than as bread P 
Of those who, like Mr. East, insist on our construing our 
Lord's words literally, when he says that to God all things 
are possible, I would ask. Is the one more impossible than 
the other to the power and omnipotence of God ? — or, as the 
object of both is the same, namely, that we may have life, Is 
it more improbable ? The actual existence of the real Presence 
in the wafer is neither more impossible nor more improbable 
than in the flesh ; and it appears to me that the individual 
who can digest the " Incarnation " need not hesitate or 
scruple to swallow the " Impanation." That is indeed "strain- 
ing at a gnat and swallowing a camel." The Protestant 
Church of England rejects the latter, and I think is fully 
justified in doing so; but consistency would require the 
renimciation of the other also, and the Unitarian is fully 
warranted in rejecting both, as having no foundation in the 
Word of God. The self- same human authority decreed 
both, and at the same time ; and I confess that it excites no 
surprise in me when I hear of a divine or member of the 
Church of England returning to the Roman Catholic faith, 
for, excepting the doctrine of Transubstantiation and the 
substitution of the infallibility of the Pope for that of the 
Church, the Articles of Faith are virtually the same in both 
Establishments. 
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Under the head " Incarnation," Dr. Hook observes: — " We 
do not say that the nature of the Word was converted and 
became flesh, nor that it was changed into perfect man, con- 
sisting of body and soul; but rather, that the Word uniting 
to Himself personally fleshy animated by a rational soul, be-' 
came man in an ineffable and incomprehensible manner, and 
became the Son of man, not merely by will and affection, nor 
merely by the assumption of one aspect or appearance, but 
that different natures were joined in a real unity, and that 
there is one Christ and Son of two natures — ^the difference of 
natures not being taken away by their union/' [What this 
means I am puzzled to understand, but it appears to me hardly 
reconcileable with the Athanasian Creed, by which Christ is 
declared to be " perfect God and perfect man, of a reasonable 
soul and human flesh subsisting."] '^ It is said also that he 
who was before all ages, and begotten of the Father, was 
bom according to the flesh of a woman, not as if his divine 
nature had taken its begioning from the Holy Virgin, * * * 
but because for us, and for our salvation, he united personally 
to himself the nature of man, and proceeded from a woman; 
therefore he is said to be ^bom according to the flesh!' 
* * * So, also, we say ' that he suffered and rose again,' 
not as if God the Word had suffered in his own nature the 
stripes, the nails, or the other wounds — for the Godhead 
cannot suffer, as it is incorporeal — but because that which 
had become his own body suffered, he is said to suffer those 
things for us. For he who was incapable of suffering was 
in a suffering body. In like manner we imderstand his 
death. * * * Because his own body, by the grace of 
God, as Paul saith, tasted death for every man, he is said to 
suffer death." But what are we to understand from this in- 
effable and incomprehensible account? Did Christ suffer, 
or did he not? For, though according to the Athanasian 
Creed he be God and man, he is but one Christ; and St. Paul 
tells us, that if Christ be not risen, then is our faith vain, &c. ; 
and I confess, therefore, that this description of the Incama- 
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tion is as reyolting to my understanding as Transubstantiation 
itself. It seems very like the spirit of Antichrist denying 
that Christ came in the flesh; and when I see a member of 
a Protestant Church vituperate the Roman CathoKc religion 
as superstitious and bigoted, our Saviour's censure recurs to 
my recollection, and I feel inclined to say — " Thou hypocrite, 
first cast out the beam out of thine own eye, and thou shalt 
see clearly to cast out the mote that is in thy brother's eye." 
On the word " Impanation" he remarks, that " It is a term" 
[like Transubstantiation and Consubstantiation] " used to de- 
signate a false notion of the manner of the presence of the 
body and blood of our Lord in the Holy Eucharist. The 
word is derived from the Latin pants (bread), as the word 
Incarnation is formed from the Latin camem (flesh), and as 
Incarnation signifies the Eternal Word's becoming flesh, or 
taking <mr nature for the purpose of our redemption, so does 
Impanation signify the Divine person Jesus Christ, Ood and 
man, becoming bread" [and wine], "or taking the nature of 
bread for the purposes of the Holy Eucharist;" [Which is the 
most absurd or the greatest impossibility P] " so that, as in the 
one Divine person Jesus Christ there were two perfect natureSy 
Ood and man, so in the Eucharistic elements, according to 
the doctrine expressed by the word Impanation, there are 
two perfect natures of the divine Son of the blessed Virgin 
and the elements — ^the two natures being one, not in a figu- 
rative, but in a real and literal sense, by a kind of hypostatical 
imion." [Is this not exactly the same with the doctrine of 
the Incarnation?] " It does not occur to us that there is any 
sect which holds the false notion, but there are some indi- 
viduals to whom it seems the true method of reconciling those 
apparent contradictions" [which are the very essence of a 
mystery] " which occur in the Catholic statement of the doc- 
trine of the Eucharist." [Not in the Protestant doctrine of 
the Incarnation. The nearest approach to the doctrine of 
Impanation avowed by any sect is that of the Lutherans — 
Consubstantiation.] 
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In his Tliird Essay the Archbishop takes occasion to repeat 
his assertion, that in Christ the Ahnighty appeared as God 
with us, and as partaking our nature ; and this I conceive to 
be the ground on which he considers that love towards Christ 
is the proper foundation of our obedience; for otherwise I 
am unable to perceive anything peculiar in our Saviour's 
teachings on this head. He certainly says to his disciples, 
" If ye love me, keep my commandments;" but without con- 
sidering myself too hypercritical, I look upon this injunc- 
tion as intimating only that they should, after his departure, 
prove their love by their observance of, and obedience to, his 
commands, and not that the former should be a motive or 
inducement for the latter. Was it not the love or admira- 
tion of Plato, of Socrates, and other heathen philosophers, 
which induced their respective disciples to observe their pre- 
cepts or particular tenets? Was not Saul's heart originally 
with Gamaliel, before he turned his affections to Christ? And 
as I cannot but see that throughout the whole of the New 
Testament, God and Christ, without a single exception, are 
noticed as separate and distinct persons, and correlatively as 
Father and Son, — the opposite strikes me as the real peculia- 
rity of the Gospel, and that our Saviour enjoins the love of 
God, and not of himself, as the motive to obedience. In my 
view of Christianity, love to God is the governing principle of 
action in a Christian ; and though our Master requires love and 
consequent obedience to himself also, it is solely on the ground 
of his being the Messenger of God. He enjoins us to love 
the Lord our God, " with all our heart, and with all our soul, 
and with all our strength;" and though we are also to 
** honour the Son, as we honour the Father," the reason is 
assigned, " He that lovoth not the Son, honoureth not the<^wt^J^^<^ 
Father who sent him;" and I am altogether at a loss to dis- 
cover any peculiar injunction requiring love for him inde- 
pendently of and exclusive of love to the Father. The rev. 
prelate remarks further, that " One of the most striking pe- 
culiarities of our religion is its continual appeal to the affec- 
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tions;" but on this point I am likewise obliged to differ firom 
his lordship, and on his own authority too, for, as he himself 
has observed, " when Christ and his Apostles had convinced 
the reason of men, their next endeavour was to mend their 
hearts." I concur in this opinion, that the Gospel appeals 
rather to the understanding and mental powers than to our 
hearts, and is most effectual when brought to bear on the 
reason and conscience, as well as the affections of men, Christ 
crucified appeals both to the heart and conscience. He 
literally requires no service for himself from his followers. 
They are "to worship God, and Him only are they to 
serve." 

I give my cordial assent to the subject of the Fourth Essay, 
namely, the Practical Character of Eevelation. Religion, as 
taught by the Apostles, consists entirely in the practice of 
virtue, as explained by Jesus Christ; and my chief objection 
to the doctrines of the Trinity, the miracidous Conception, 
the Deity of our Saviour, the Incarnation, and the Atone- 
ment (as held by the Church of England, that is, the sacri- 
fice of Christ for our sins) — ^besides inability to find them in 
the Scriptures, which alone would be sufficient authority — ^is, 
that I can see in them no practical tendency whatever. I 
am at a loss to imderstand what points are alluded to by the 
Archbishop, when he says (p. 161), — " There are other points 
again which are not within the reach of our natural faculties, 
but which, not being needfid for us to know, and conse- 
quently not declared in Revelation, are to be regarded as those 
* secret things which belong unto the Lord our God.' As to 
such points, therefore, we should not only seek for no expla- 
nation in Scripture, but should carefully abstain from the 
presumption of all inquiry whatever. Many, indeed, of these 
inscrutable mysteries may perhaps no longer be such in a 
future and higher state of existence, even though the same 
rule should stiU be observed of not miraculously revealing any- 
thing for the mere gratification of curiosity; for, not only is 
it probable that our facidties may be so far enlarged as to 
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enable us to understand and discover for auraelveSy without 
direct revelation, things which at present surpass our powers, 
but also, it may be, that in a diflferent state of existence, many 
things may become of practical importance to us which are not 
so now, and may thus become fit subjects of revelation. But 
in this present life we should carefully guard against the 
too prevailing error of presumptuous inquiries and attempts 
to explain unrevealed mysteries— an error which generally 
leaves men the more bewildered and mistaken, the greater 
their ingenuity and diligence." I presimie he refers to the 
doctrine of the Trinity, &c. I am fully convinced, however, 
that no revelation is a hidden mystery which we are forbidden 
to inquire into and attempt to explain, nor is the ascertain- 
ment of God's will forbidden knowledge. The doctrine of the 
Trinity depends altogether- on the manner of interpreting 
Scripture; and holding it a good rule, as laid down by the 
worthy prelate, that " K the other reasons be equal, or nearly 
equal, in favour of two different interpretations of any part 
of Scripture, one of which represents it as conveying a mere 
speculative point of faith, and the other, as having some ten- 
dency to influence the heart or the conduct, this latter is to 
be adopted, as the more conformable to the general plan of 
Revelation" (p, 162), I do not hesitate to reject the doctrine 
as a merely speculative point of faith; while that of the 
Unity, in opposition to that of a plurality, is in every way 
calculated to influence the heart and conduct of the worship- 
per. The vicarious Atonement, indeed, may affect the feelings 
of those who can persuade themselves that God is so unjust 
as to have visited the sins of Adam on his unoffending off- 
spring, and is guilty of the still greater injustice of punish- 
ing the spotless and immaculate Son for the sins thus imputed 
to us and him; and belief in the Incarnation may be necessary 
for those who look upon such sin as requiring an infinite 
satisfaction. To the miraculous Conception, not the slightest 
allusion is made by any of Christ's Apostles, except its rela-, 
tion by St. Matthew, in his supposed introduction, and never 
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afterwards even by him;* and belief in the vicarious Atone- 
ment and Incarnation can have no practical effect whatever 
on those who, like the Civilian and myself, believe God to 
be a God of mercy, and original sin, therefore, a cunningly- 
devised fable. 

To say that God is omnipotent and all-merdfuly and yet 
requires satisfaction to render him placable before He can 
forgive, is surely inconsistent, contradictory, derogatory to 
the character of the " Judge of all the earth," and cannot 
be true religion. This consists in the individual habit of 
the mind, and faith in the excellence and perfections of the 
Betty; and not in the belief of any particular metaphysical 
doctrines regarding his mode of existence — ^as to whether He 
has One or Three Persons in One Being. There can be no 
doubt that the Revelation vouchsafed to us is limited and in- 
complete, as suited to the nature of our capacities ; but still 
it is all we have, and we may rest assured that it is sufficient 
for us, and that if our practice be only commensurate with 
our knowledge, more will not be required of us. To believe 
as much as the Bible reveals is surely to believe enough. All 
additional doctrines foisted on the Word of God are inter- 
polations, and should be rooted up as plants not planted by 
our Heavenly Father. God, we are told, is no respecter of 
persons, that He should arbitrarily select one and reprobate 
another of his creatures; and we may therefore be satisfied 
that the gates of heaven will not be closed against any 
one who diligently seeks to know Him and to do His wilL 
"Search the Scriptures," and "Why even of yourselves judge 
ye not what is right?" says our Saviour; but this judging 
for ourselves, or spirit of free inquiry, would be a dangerous 

* Luke also refers to it; but, although he was a disciple and an Evangelist, he 
was not an Apostle; and neither St. John, James, Peter, Jude, nor St. Paul — 
afterwards called to be an Apostle by the will of God — make the slightest men- 
tion of the miraculous conception in reference to their beloved Master. Would 
he not also, even were it a fact, inherit a liability to temptation from his mother, 
who at any rate was a daughter of Eve ? The '* immaculate conception of the 
blessed Virgin " only removes the difficulty, but does not solve it. 
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principle to act upon, if eternal punishment were the inevi- 
table result of an error of judgment. When Jesus tells us, 
" He that believeth shall be saved, but he that believeth not 
shall be condemned," we instantly and naturally conclude 
that he refers to an intentional acceptance or rejection of the 
Gpspel generally, and not to that of any particular set of 
opinions Qir sectarian system of Christianity. We believe 
him to hm^ revealed to us the whole wiU of God who sent 
him, and commimicated without reserve every requisite of 
salvation; and we cannot perceive, among these necessary 
conditions, faith in the doctrine^ f of the Church of JEngland, 
or any other Church, but simply to know God and Jesus 
Christ — ^to do justly, love mercy, and to walk himibly with 
our God; and this, the Civilian may trust me, is simple 
Unitarianism — the purest form in which Christianity can 
be openly professed. Whatever it concerns us practically to 
know, whatever God requires us to be and to do, His justice 
and goodness have declared to us.* The Gospel certainly 
teaches us the whole duty of man; and had any such doc- 
trines as are now declared necessary to ensure salvation been 
really requisite, they would have been clearly and explicitly 
made known. The sacred writers were certainly far from 
supposing that the precepts declared by them, in obedience 
to the commands of their Master, were insufficient for the 
purpose; nor did they think it necessary to iuculcate mere 
speculative matters as articles of faith. Their injimctions 
had all a practical effect, tending to the " glory of God in the 
highest, and to peace and good will towards men." But of 
what practical use is the belief that our Creator, Bedeemer, 
and Sanctifier are Three separate Persons, instead of the One 
supreme, indivisible, omnipotent Being? Why make our 
salvation a joiut-stock affair? Why declare the Deity to be 
Three, when we are told explicitly that Jehovah our God is 

* " Where the doctrine," as the learned Whichcote says, " is necessary and 
important the Scripture is clear and full; but where the Scripture is not clear 
and full the doctrine is not necessary or important.". 

F 
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One God, beside whom there is none else, and that He singly 
is our Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier. The three offices 
do not require Three separate Persons to fill them; One Per- 
son, being Omnipotent, is equal to them all; and such is the 
Gospel system (1 Cor. xii. 6). Cut bono, may be asked, is 
the literal appearance of this Being in the flesh to the indi- 
vidual who has the mind of Christ, who came to declare Him? 
Is not the Trinity as purely a speculative tenet as Election and 
Reprobation (see Essay, p. 155, and Note p. 163), forming 
no part of revealed religion P The Archbishop justly observes 
that the conduct must spring from faith; and I am by no 
means one of those who insist that it does not signify what 
a man believes, so long as his actions are correct. I hold that 
a right rule of faith leads to a right rule of conduct (or a right 
rule of conduct proceeds from a right rule of faith) — ^that 
without faith works will prove barren and tmprofitable — and 
that " without faith it is impossible to please God.** But, at 
the same time, we are expressly told that "faith without 
works is dead," — that we are justified by works, and not by 
faith only; and I therefore think his lordship too severe 
in his censure on Pope, whose rhymes, he says, often supply 
the defects of his reason, and adduces as an instance the well 
known lines — 

'* For modes of faith let senseless bigots fight; 
His can't be wrong whose life is in the right ;" 

for it appears to me that the poet, in using the word faith 
as a metaphor for the tree, and life for the fruit, furnishes 
a most perfect and beautiful version of our Saviour's own 
words — " Every good tree bringeth forth good fruit ; but a 
corrupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit. A good tree cannot 
bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth 
good fruit. Wherefore by their fruits ye shall know them." 
The Divine law consists more in the conscientious manifes- 
tation than the mere theoretical feeling of virtue. It is the 
practical use of what we know that will be required of us. 
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and tlie faith that produces good fruits in a righteous life 
can never be fatally wrong. 

In the Fifth Essay, we have an eloquent discourse on the 
Example of Children, for the imitation of Christians in the 
reception and construction of the Gospel. This is a com- 
mon subject with the divines of the Church of England, 
and the Archbishop refers to it as being another of the pe- 
culiarities of Christ's teaching, but I much doubt whether 
it is in reality even a Scripture doctrine. It is well known 
that children generally are in the habit of believing as 
truths whatever they are taught, and those who wish to ex- 
clude the exercise of reason — the gift of the Almighty — ^are 
right in declaring the impropriety of its use, and the policy 
of our always remaining imder their tutelage; but such was 
not the system adopted by either Christ or his Apostles. 
When the former said to his auditors, " Yea, and why even of 
yourselves judge ye not what is right?" does he address 
them as little children? When St. Paul tells the Corin- 
thians, "When I was a child I thought as a child, but when 
I became a man I put away childish things;" when he 
desires the Thessalonians " to prove all things, and hold fast 
that which is good;" does he not speak unto them, as also to 
the Corinthians, " as to wise men," and call upon them " to 
judge what he says"? When he lauds the conduct of the 
Bereans, is it not because they did not (as children would 
have done) believe everything he said, but "searched the 
Scriptures daily whether these things were so." " In malice,'^ 
it is true, we are to be " children, but in understanding men;" 
and does not our Saviour himself instruct his disciples to be 
" wise as serpents, though harmless as doves"? There is no 
doubt that on the occasion of little children (infants, accord- 
ing to Luke) being brought to Christ, he was displeased with 
his disciples for rebuking those who brought them, saying, 
" Suffer Kttle children to come imto me, and forbid them not, 
for of such is the kingdom of God. Verily, I say unto you, 
that whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of Ood as a little 
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child, shall in nowise enter therein." Matthew mentions the 
circiimstanee as taking place, on his disciples inquiring "Who 
is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven?" when he called a 
little child, and set him in the midst of them, and said, " Ex- 
cept ye be converted, and become as little children, ye shall 
not enter into the kingdom of heaven. Whosoever there- 
fore shall himible himself as this little child, the same is 
greatest in the kingdom of heaven" (Matt, xviii. 3-4) . But in 
so speaking, it certainly does not appear to have been Christ's 
intention that we should imitate little children in all things, 
but merely in their innocence, humility, docility, and readi- 
nesa of belief. It must be recollected that the Jews, whose 
conversion was his object — ^for " he himself was not sent but 
imto the lost sheep of the House of Israel " — ^were prevented 
from hearing him by their prejudices in favour of the law of 
Moses, which they were led to think he had come to destroy 
instead of to fulfil, by rescuing it from the traditions of men; 
and as there was no hope of success so long as they thus 
continued to misimderstand him, he enjoined on them the 
perfect freedom from prejudice or improper bias so conspi- 
cuous in Kttle children, — that they must renoimce their pre- 
possessions, and, being as it were converted in that respect, 
become docile and tractable as little children, to learn of him 
who was meek and lowly in heart. Thus far, and no further, 
I think our Lord requires us to imitate the example of chil- 
dren, and not in their conduct generally as supposed by the 
Archbishop. When our Saviour observes of little children 
that " of such is the kingdom of God," I do not understand 
him as excluding either the adult or the aged. This is but 
another mode of intimating the spotless innocence and free- 
dom from sin required in his disciples. It appears more like 
a prophetic satire on a Church hereafter to arise in his name, 
which should endeavour to shut the gates of Heaven against 
those of whom, from their innocence, the Saviour himself 
figuratively declared it to be composed, by refusing them 
Christian burial or interment in what is called consecrated 
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groxmd. " To be converted and become like a child/' I con- 
sider synonymous with the expression used by Christ in his 
conversation with Mcodemus, " Except a man be bom again, 
he cannot see the kingdom of God/* — ^meaning, I should say, 
that there must be a radical change of opinion — a spintiml 
birth in opposition to a natural one— a heavenly one in oppo- 
sition to an earthly creation — a perfect exemption from all 
prejudice. I am justified, I think, in this opinion, by our 
Lord's previous remark relative to Nathaniel, "Behold an 
Israelite iudeed, in whom there is no gmle." No man could 
have entertained stronger prepossessions against Jems of 
Nazareth than this individual, as evinced in his observation 
to Philip, " Can any good thing come out of Nazareth T* but 
although he was thus bigoted, he was an honest man; he did 
not suffer his prejudices to blind his judgment; he loved 
truth, and having found it, though from Nazareth^ he em- 
braced it, and was speedily converted to the faith. Being his 
disciple is the same as entering the kingdom of God. 

On the whole, therefore, I cannot help thinking that the 
reverend prelate is mistaken in supposing that the example 
of children — abstractedly and without reference to contin- 
gent circumstances — ^is pointed out in the Gospel as a pattern 
for our imitation; and his own reasoning on the subject is 
neither that of a child nor suited to the capacity of children, 
when he says (p. 188), " Ask an intelligent child whether his 
parents exhort him to remain contented in ignorance, to believe 
implicitly everything that every one tells him, whether on good 
authority or not, to abstain from all inquiry, to repress all 
curiosity, and to use no endeavours for improving in know- 
ledge and attaining truth? He wiQ tell you that, so far 
from this, they commend him for nothing more than for 
being properly inquisitive and eager after information." Or 
again (p. 194), "An amiable and well-disposed and intelligent 
child never reasons in this manner, — ^My father's designs are 
inscrutable to me, and therefore I cannot tell whether the 
steps he may next take will be for my benefit, or the contrary; 
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he may have very good reasons for all he does; but nnce I 
cannot understand his reasons for occasionally subjecting me 
to pain and privation, / cannot tell hut that he may hereafter 
see sufficient reasons, equally unintelligible to me, for devoting 
me undeservedly to misery and destruction; and therefore I 
have no grounds for trusting to his kindness! Such, I say, are 
not the reasonings which pass through the mind of a tDeU- 
disposed child, who, notwithstanding his incapacity to explain 
to himself the reasons of his being sometimes exposed to pain 
and inconvenience, feels, nevertheless, an imdoubting confi- 
dence (and surely it is not an unreasonable and ill-grounded 
confidence) that his father loves him and seeks his real benefit, 
and understands how to promote it far better than he does 
himself." And such, I say, are not the reasonings which would 
pass through the mind of any child. Do they ever reason at 
all? and have they the faculty of deciding whether their pa- 
rents' reasons for subjecting them to pain and privations are 
sufficient or not ? Can they judge of ike propriety or otherwise of 
their "inquisitiveness"? or whether their curiosity iBpresump- 
ttwtis and prying ? or that the authority on which implicit 
faith is required is or is not sufficient? Such ideas may oc- 
cur to the bystander or parent, but certainly not to the child. 
"The Christian's faith," as the reverend gentleman justly 
observes, " does not consist in asserting a proposition without 
sufficient evidence, but in a disposition candidly and fairly to 
weigh the evidence, — ^in a due distrust of the human faculties, 
and in a readiness to admit whatever shall appear " [to the 
individual himself of course] " to be clearly taught by our 
Divine instructor, even although it be such as we should 
never expect nor can clearly comprehend." Do we ever 
require of children to weigh before they obey our injxmc- 
tions? On the contrary, are not the unsuspecting natures 
and confiding credulity of children often taken advantage of, 
to impress their minds with doctrines, of the truth and rea- 
sonableness of which they can form no opinion at the time, and 
of which they afterwards find it a difficult tost to direst them- 
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i? There caimot be a greater truth than we find in 
page 177 of this Essay: — " It must strike every one, who will 
please to review the ideas and imaginations of his youth, 
what was then his notion of many things which he now 
looks at, and has long looked at, as so many vain and foolish 
baubles; how eager he was in the pursuit of them! how im* 
patient of being disappointed ! He is at a loss now to conceive 
where or in what the value or pleasure of them coidd consist, 
so much to engage his affections, to agitate his passions, to 
give him such anxiety in the pursuit, and pain in the loss. 
Now, something very like this will probably take place in the 
judgment we shall hereafter form of many of the articles which 
at present compose the objects of our care and solicitude.^' And 
I would ask. May not the Trinitarian, in a future state, find 
that during his lifetime he had been pursuing a vain shadow, 
a tradition of man instead of the commandment of God? 
We at present walk, it is true, hj faith and not by sight; but 
we must be cautious that that faith is well founded, and not 
built on a perfectly sandy basis. 

In his Sixth Essay, on the omission of a system of Arti- 
cles of Faith, Liturgies, and Ecclesiastical Canons, the 
Archbishop observes (p. 203), — " There is an omission in the 
New Testament Scriptures, which, from that very circimi- 
stance, is the more striking, inasmuch as it seems to leave 
unsupplied a most important practical want. No such thing 
is to be found in our Scriptures as a Catechism or regular 
elementary introduction to the Christian religion, nor do they 
furnish us with anything of the nature of a systematic Creed, 
set of Articles, Confession of Faith, or by whatever other name 
one may designate a regular complete compendiimi of Chris- 
tian doctrines.'* While I admit the omission, I deny alto- 
gether that the want is of any importance; and assuredly it 
is but ill supplied by the Church of England. Can there be 
a more simple, and at the same time a more distinct and 
unexceptionable creed than that of St. Paul, — " To us there 
is but One God, the Father, and one Lord, Jesus Christ"? 
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Can language convey more expKcitly and intelligibly the 
terms of salvation than that of our Saviour himself, — " K 
thou wilt enter into life keep the conmiandments"? Can 
we have a more concise, and withal a more comprehensive 
compendium or digest of these, than he himself has vouch- 
safed to us in the Sermon on the Moimt? Can there be a 
greater inducement to perfect obedience than the gracious 
assurance " Do this and thou shalt live"? The Athanasian 
Creed demands another belief, and imposes totally different 
conditions as the groimd of our salvation. " Nor," again, 
" do they supply us with a Liturgy for ordinary Public Worship, 
or with forms of administering the Sacrament, or of confer- 
ring holy orders; nor do they even give any precise direc- 
turns as to these and other ecclesiastical matters, anything 
that at aU corresponds to a Rubric or set of Canons." It 
appears to me that as far as Church government and its dis- 
cipline are concerned, the Archbishop is perfectly correct, 
and that future churches are left to settle this point for 
themselves; but that it is different with regard to the im- 
position of creeds and articles of faith. It is a just remark of 
Lord Bacon — when noticing the assertion that " there should 
be but one form of discipline in all Churches'' — "I, for mjpart, 
do confess that on revolving the Scriptures I could never find any 
such thing; but that God hath left the Kke liberty to the 
Church Government as He had done to the Civil Govern- 
ment, to be varied according to time, and place, and acci- 
dents." Dr.Whately says (p. 204), — ;" We are from childhood 
so familiar with that collection of books which we caU the 
Bible (I mean with the drift and general character of each 
of them),* that few Christians probably have ever thought 

* The familiarity must arise from creeds and formularies. Mr. Keble obserres 
in his book on Tradition — *' We, that is, all of the Anglican Church who have had 
any regular training, are so early taught to trace the Creed in Scripture, and to 
refer at once certain portions of both Testaments to certain high mysteries of the 
Catholic faith, that it commonly appears to oxirselyes as though we had learned 
those mysteries directly from the Scriptures. But there are few, surely, who on 
careful reflection would not be compelled to acknowledge that the Creed, or some 
catechetical instruction, had prepossessed them with these truths before ever they 
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of considering whether these books are (in respect, that is, 
not of their matter but of the general purposes of each) 
precisely such as we should have antecedently expected; and 
whether they are all that we should have expected to find 
transmitted to us, supposing we now heard for the first time 
of the Christian Revelation, and of a collection of writings 
in which it is recorded. But for this familiarity, every one 
would, I think, be struck with the circumstance as something 
very remarkable, that these writings contain neither Cate- 
chism, Creed, nor Rubric, nor anything answering the pur- 
pose of any of these." Dr. Hawkins is referred to as pointing 
out the fact, but as it is universally admitted, all reference 
to him or any other human authority is unnecessary. " Dr. 
Hawkins," it is added, " has not only clearly set forth the 
fact, but satisfactorily accounted for it, as far as regards ensU 
ing books, by pointing out that the Gospels, the Book of Acts, 
and the ApostoUc Epistles, were aU written for Christians, 
all designed for such as had already received instruction in the 
rudiments of the Christian faith, and had then embraced it, and 
after due examination had been admitted members of the Church. 
It coidd not be expected that books addressed to such readers 
should contain any regular elementary instruction or com- 
pendious ' Confession of Faith.'" But it is admitted by Dr. 
Whately that he has not explained why the deficiency was 
not supplied by the others, and which he (the rev. prelate) 
attributes to the intention of the Almighty, that each church 
should be left to provide for its oum wants as they should arise; 
and on both these points I am constrained to diflfer, and to 
view the reasons assigned by both in the utmost degree 
unsatisfactory. The two first books alluded to by Dr. Haw- 
thought of proTing them from Holy Writ. I need hardly remind you that the 
Tory Nicene Creed itself, to which, perhaps, of all formulae we are most indebted 
for our sound belief in the proper Divinity [Deity] of the Son of God, even this 
Creed had its origin not from Scripture but Tradition.'' In short, as I have 
elsewhere observed (Inquiry, p. 7), — " It is so prescribed to us from infancy 
what meaning we are to affix to the expressions [of Scripture] that we scarcely 
even know how we should have interpreted them had no human Confessions con- 
descended to direct us how we must.*' 



78 

kins were not addressed merely to persons already converted 
and previously admitted into the commimion of the Church, 
but to unbelievers also, both Jews and Oentiles, tmth a view 
to their conversion; as, for instance, Christ^s Sermon on the 
Moimt, St. Peter's conversion of the centurion Cornelius, 
and St. Paul's address to the jailor at Plulippi; and I feel 
perfectly satisfied that the omission altogether of works of 
the description alluded to — ^which the Archbishop considers 
a most important want, and on which he says (p. 211), " it is 
not imlikely some hasty and superficial reasoners may have 
foimd an objection to Christianity," — was in consequence of 
the wise foresight of Him who knows what is in man, with 
the view of obliging every individual of each church diligently 
to examine the Scripture for himself, and thence determine 
his own faith. Everything required for man's salvation is 
therein laid down, and we may rest assured that had such 
compendium been necessary it would not have been omit- 
ted. "No church has," says Bishop Sherlock, "nor aU 
the churches, any authority to make articles of faith. Jesus 
Christ was the author and finisher of the faith, to which 
nothing can be added, and from which nothing can be taken 
away." While Bishop Watson observes, "Articles of churches 
are not of Divine authority. Have done with them — ^they 
may be true, they may be false — ^and appeal to the Book 
itself." 

The Articles of the Church of England were, if I may so 
express it, stereotyped at the period of the Reformation, and 
have up to the present day contiuued like the law of the 
Medes and Persians, which alters not. A Commission, it is 
true, was issued, soon after the accession of William III., 
authorising the revision of her Liturgy and Canons ; and 
many of this Commission, of which Archbishop Tillotson 
was a member, wished to recommend, with regard to the 
Athanasian Creed, that a Rubric should be framed, declaring 
that the curses denoimced therein should not be considered 
applicable to every clause, but limited to such persons only 
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as denied generally the substance of the Christian religion ; 
and that it shoidd be left optional with the clergymen to 
read it or to substitute the Apostle's Creed. But these 
amendments were withdrawn, in consequence of the dread 
of Socinianism entertained by the majority ; and since then 
no necessity or want, it may be presumedy has arisen for their 
farther consideration and alteration. These himian formu- 
laries, therefore, have now come to be looked upon as on a 
level with, if not of superior and higher importance than, 
the Gospel itself. In proof of this, and that Scripture is 
not always appealed to in proof of a doctrine, I must state, 
that in arguing with a friend of the Scotch Church on the 
doctrine of the Trinity, the " Confession of Faith " was pro- 
duced as an undeniable evidence ; and that on another occa- 
sion, a friend, of the Episcopalian denomination, produced a 
Pkayer-Book, in prder to convince me that the damnatory 
clauses in the Athanasian Creed need not be attended to, it 
being only necessary to believe the Trinity, — ^as if it mattered 
whether the penalty of disbelief be expressed or not. This 
shows the impropriety of insisting on articles of faith as a 
ground of salvation; and the Established Churches are guilty, 
without a doubt, of " teaching for doctrines the command- 
ments of men " — of fostering " that neglect of the study of 
the Scriptures, that averseness to labour in the investigation 
of truth, that indolent uninquiring acquiescence in what is 
ready prepared for acceptance, in the lump, to which man is 
by nature so much disposed, and which the structure of the 
Christian Scriptures seems to have been expressly designed 
to guard against" (p. 223). This surely is a good reason 
for objecting to creeds in general ; and I would adopt the 
language addressed by a Judge in one of the Colonies (Sir 
William A. Beckett of Victoria, Australia), in a letter to the 
Rev. W, Forster, and say, — " Creeds and Catechisms always 
seemed to me an insult to the individual understanding of 
every dissenter from the tenets taught by them — traps to 
catch the judgment of those who woidd otherwise think for 
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themselves — ^fetters to all who have adopted them — and, in 
principle, the root of as much bigotry, assumption, and in- 
tolerance, as was ever justly ascribed to the Roman Catholic 
Church." Bishop Watson tells us that " The Greek Church 
admits into its ritual neither the Apostle's nor the Athana- 
sian, but merely the Nicene Creed. The Episcopal Church 
in America admits the Apostle's and Nicene Creeds, but 
rejects the Athanasian. The Church of England admits the 
whole three into its Liturgy, and some of the foreign churches 
admit none but the Apostle's Creed ; but," he adds, " these, 
and other Creeds which might be mentioned, are aU human 
fabricatiom" The only article of faith actually required 
from Christians is that of St. Peter, on which our Saviour 
has built his own Church, namely, that Jesus of Nazareth is 
" the Christ, the Son of the living God." " If thou shalt 
confess," says St. Paul, "the Lord Jesus, and beKeve in 
thine heart that God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be 
saved/' The Archbishop looks upon the doctrine of the Tri- 
nity as being the true summary and compendium of the 
Christian faith, and that its application is to be regarded 
as a summary of the Christian practice ; or, to use his own 
words, — " As we beKeve God to stand ia three relations to 
us, we ought to keep in view the corresponding relation in 
which it is plainly impUed by the doctrine that we stand in 
towards Him, as, first, the creatures and children of God ; 
secondly, as the redeemed and purchased people of Jesus 
Christ; and thirdly, as the temple of the Holy Ghost, our 
Sanctifier" (p. 156). But surely this is mere SabeUian- 
ism, and not the Trinity of the Church of England, as 
declared in the Athanasian Creed to be the holy Catholic 
and only saving faith. The confession of Peter is the only 
one which we, as disciples of Christ, are boimd to adopt. 

It is asserted by Bishop StiUingfleet, and many others 
of the Church divines, that God cannot forgive sins, with a 
due regard to his justice, without its expiation by the suf- 
fering and pimishment either of the sinner himself or of 
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another victim in his place. But how can they dare to set 
limits to God's grace P Is not this tantamoimt to the as- 
sertion that the God of all mercy requires payment for his 
mercy ? That to grant difree pardon is beyond the power of 
Omnipotence itself P How does this idea correspond with 
His own declaration of Himself as " the Lord, the Lord God, 
merciful and gracious, long suffering, and abundant in good- 
ness and in truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving 
iniquity, transgression, and sin'^? How does it agree with our 
Saviour's account of the father's reception of the prodigal 
but penitent son P 

Nobody denies, or indeed wishes to diminish, the debt 
of gratitude we owe to our blessed Master for all he has 
•endured and suffered for us : — " Blessing, and honour, and 
glory be to the Lamb for ever and ever! " But we must not 
forget the still greater debt we owe to the Father whose love 
caused him to send the Son to be " the Saviour of the world," 
and to deliver him up to death for our sakes, that we might 
be reconciled unto God. We must not forget that the suf- 
ferings and agonies of the Christ were sustained in the hope of 
reward; that his death on the Cross was endured for the joy 
which was set before him, and not as a punishment, in order 
to avert punishment from us. If the visiting of the sins of 
Adam on his children be, as I insist, so positively opposed to 
the justice of God, what can we think of His punishing His 
own innocent Son for sins committed by usP The very idea 
of such a proceeding is revolting. Even human justice, from 
which alone we can form any idea of its perfection in the 
Almighty, would punish the criminal alone who deserved 
it, and not an innocent person. This might be pimishing the 
siQ, but not the sinner; and has not the AU-Just declared that 
He will by no means spare the guilty? Qoiilt repented of (and 
this by God*s especial grace alone) will be forgiven; repentance 
and remission of sin are the " glad tidings" of the Gospel; 
but we are nowhere informed that righteousness will be im- 
puted to us, in consequence of another's merit, ol* otherwise 
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than by the free, unmerited, and unpurchased mercy of our 
Heavenly Father. If the guilty cannot be spared — and God 
has assured us that He will not spare him, unless he forsake 
his sin — ^no substitute, however volimtary, can suffice to satisfy 
the ends of justice. Besides, the New Testament informs 
us that Christ suffered and died for us; but nowhere that 
he was punished in our stead. Is not the idea of punishment 
diametrically opposed to that of recompense or reward? And 
was not Jesus, for his obedience unto death, most highly ex- 
alted and rewarded, with a name which is above every name, 
that of Mediator, that in his name, and as his disciples alone, 
we should have access to the Father? How could God's 
hatred to sin be proved, or His broken law be vindicated, by 
the chastisement of another than the criminal? This, as Ben 
Mordecai very justly remarks, would be the same thing as 
saying that " God's hatred to sin is best shown by forgiving 
the sinner, and His love for righteousness by punishing the 
righteous; or that God's laws are best vindicated by punish- 
ing an innocent person, who hath never transgressed them, for 
the sake of saving a transgressor who deserved to be punished for 
the breach of them?" What, indeed, is the punishment of 
sin? We are told that the wages of sin is death — everlasting 
death; but this man, instead of being dead, " ever liveth to 
make intercession for us." 

It is alleged, however, that Christ's sacrifice of himself was 
volimtary, and that consequently there can be no analogy 
between his Atonement and the doctrine of Original Sin, since, 
in the punishment of Adam's disobedience on his descen- 
dants, the latter had no choice; and this is perhaps the only 
plausible excuse which can be urged by the advocates of the 
doctrine, — ^for, as the writer just quoted observes, " As the 
Christian has formed the notion that the sons of Adam were 
to be punished for the sins he had committed before their 
existence, they could hardly avoid supposing that another 
person should be punished for the sins they commit them- 
selves, for it would be hard to punish them for both." But 
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I cannot conceive how the Civilian, who so decidedly rejects 
the doctrine of Original Sin, as being opposed to every notion 
we have of God's character, can reconcile to himself belief 
in the Atonement; and yet he says, in page 81, arguing on 
the subject of imputed or origiual sin, — " He [God] may of 
course impute that to be sin which is no sin/' " But in this 
view we know from God's Word that in this sense the only im- 
putation of sin, from the sinner to the innocent, is that to 
him who was made sin for us, who knew no sin, the only 
Mediator." 

The sacrifice of Christ, as it is called, having been volun- 
tary, or permitted only, does not in any way affect or alter 
the justice of the case, which consists in the propriety or 
otherwise of punishing the innocent for the guilty? Does 
the Civilian overlook the fact that the two doctrines virtually 
support each other? If there were no Original Sin there 
would be no necessity for the Atonement, no necessity for an 
Infinite Satisfaction, no need indeed for his view of Chris- 
tianity. The fate of the one must be that of the other. I 
therefore confidently hope that the doctrine of the Atone- 
ment will be as justly repudiated, and considered by him 
as unreasonable, unscriptural, and upheld only by gross and 
palpable inconsistencies, as the dogmas of Original Sin and 
Exclusive Salvation already are. 

With regard to God's inability to pardon without satisfac- 
tion to His justice, — or, as it is asserted, I beKeve by Bishop 
StiUirigfleet, that " there is a necessity of God's vindicating 
His honour to the world upon the breach of His laws, if not by 
the suffering of the offenders themselves, by the suffering of 
the Son of God for the expiation of sin, by undergoiug the 
punishment of our iniquities," — or to the assertion that we 
regard Christ as suffering by virtue of a voluntary surrender 
of himself in our room and stead, — ^I would further observe 
that actual pimishment is not necessary to the upholding of 
government, but only the power of pardomng or punishing, 
as shall appear good to wisdom ; that " in all supremacy 
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of power, there is an inherent prerogative of pardon ;" that 
justice in God cannot require that sin repented of should be 
punished — " He is the creditor of that punishment which is 
due upon sin, and He has the right of abating, or altogether 
remitting, as well as of exacting ;" and that we nowhere 
find in Scripture that there is such an attribute in TTim as 
necessitates Him to punish sin repented of and forsaken. 
{Vide Whichcote's Aphorisms, 1108, 702, 536, 701.) 

God, being the offended party, has of course the right to 
pardon ; and are we not informed that He will pardon all 
those who sincerely repent and imfeignedly believe His holy 
Gospel P He is Love; and so loved the world that He gave 
His only-begotten Son, that the world through Him might be 
saved. It is a faithful saying and worthy of all acceptation, 
that Christ Jesus came to save sinners; and though the 
mode of our salvation is not revealed, is it not sufficient for 
us to know and be assured, on the authority of God's own 
Word, that He hath reconciled m to Himself hy Jesus Christ, 
and that we have received the atonement? Why should we 
take upon ourselves to set bounds to the mercy of the 
Almighty, and dictatorially insist that we can only be saved 
by the Saviour having himself undergone punishment in our 
stead, thus contradicting the direct declaration of the Gospel, 
that eternal life is the gift of QfoA., freely and gratuitovsly 
bestowed on the penitent sinner ? 

The case was once the same with philosophy as it is now 
with religion : the earth's motion, the phiraKty of worlds, 
and many other notions were looked upon to be heretical, as 
Sir Isaac Newton's Principles are now supposed to be in 
Popish countries. But when a " fair examination was en- 
couraged, problems that appeared of insuperable difficulty 
in one age were resolved in another, and in a third, in a 
manner, despised as too simple and easy; and the same has 
already been the case in some points of theology. The chief 
mistakes in philosophy arose from their impatience in forming 
theories without consulting nature; and the chief mistakes 
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in Christianity from forming theories without consulting 
Scripture, From whence it followed that the doctrines to 
be maintained, being often false, could only be defended by 
postulata equally indefensible; and thus errors increased, and 
succeeding ages mistaking them for truth, because they were 
established, no one had had the courage to examine into them 
whether they were agreeable to the Scripture or not; or, 
if they did, it was dangerous to mention their discoveries. 
And should not men of learning and candour allow for these 
oversights in Christianity as well as in philosophy, and en- 
deavour to get clear of their errors by the same study and 
application, and by recurring to the original Scripture as 
the philosophers recurred to nature ? They have certainly 
the same encouraging prospect of success; and as the affair 
of religion is of much the greatest importance, they are in- 
excusable if they neglect it, especially as they must thereby 
deprive themselves, merely through carelessness and preju- 
dice, of the most agreeable and important part of literature. 
For nothing seems to be an entertaimnent more adapted to 
the nature of man than an enlarged contemplation of the 
Divine wisdom in the government of the world, and a dis- 
covery of the secret and amazing steps of Providence from 
the beginning to the end of time. From hence we may see 
the foundation for that ingenious saying, as Monsieur de St. 
Evremont calls it, of General Wurtz', that * when men have 
taken out of Christianity what they have once foisted into it, 
there will be but* one religion, asf plain in its doctrine as 
pure in its morals.' " 

I have thus far commented on the arguments of the Arch- 
bishop in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity ; but there is 
a point advanced by him as connected with the tenets of the 
Church of England which I also deem it necessary to notice. 
In an Appendix to his series of " Essays on the absence of a 
Priesthood in the Christian Religion," he has the following 
observation (p. 233), — " It is well known that certain ministers 
of religion were ordained by Christ and his Apostles, and have 
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continued in an unbroken succession down to the present day." 
This is what is usually denominated the Apostolical succes- 
sion, or, as Dr.Hook calls it," the corporate lineage of the Chris- 
tian clergy, which the clergy of the Church of England can 
trace from the Apostles by links, not one of which is wanting, 
from the time of St. Paul and St. Peter to our own." This is 
a claim preferred no less confidently by the Church of Rome, 
from which it will scarcely be denied that the Church of 
England is descended; and I would therefore fain ask, whether 
the link was not at least broken at the period of the Refor- 
mation, when the separation of the two churches took place? 
I would also ask how this assertion of his lordship agrees 
with what he has given to the world in his " Kingdom of 
Christ," viz. " There is not a minister in all Christendom who 
is able to trace his otm ^ritual pedigree.*' During the dark 
ages, irregularities " could not have been wholly excluded 
without a perpetual miracle.'* — (See Madge's Lectures on 
Puseyism, p. 119.) 1 myself have not seen the work referred 
to by Mr. Madge, but the assertion is certainly at variance 
with the following extracts which I find in a discourse de- 
livered by Dr. Whately, in the Cathedral of Dublin, on the 
22d August 1847, and entitled "On the Search after Infalli- 
bility." The text is taken from Acts xx., verses 29, 30, and 
31 ; and after remarking that the Apostle Paul is warning 
the ministers of the church at Miletus of the corruptions 
which would arise in the Church of Christ, and even from 
among themselves, the learned prelate proceeds, — " Does he 
tell them that they will find safety in Apostolical succession, 
t^at no teacher shall ever mislead them, who has been regu- 
larly ordained by himself, or those appointed by him to suc- 
<5eed him in the ofBice of ordaining ; or in referring to Peter 
or to those who may from time to time be appointed as his 
successors, or representatives for infallible decisions and 
directions? Not a word is said of any Apostle but himself, or 
of any who should succeed him in the Apostolic office. No, 
he makes no allusion whatever to any other church or prelate, 
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to any successor of Peter or any of the Apostles, or any 
infallible council or other guide." These are inconsisten- 
cies and contradictions, on the part of the Archbishop, which 
I cannot attempt to reconcile, nor can they be reconciled. 
But they are not more glaring or gross than those of the 
advocates of the Trinity generally. (See " Review of Trini- 
tarianism" by Barling.) I, however, fully agree in the senti- 
ments expressed in the discourse to which I have referred; 
being satisfied that the Apostle h£U9 left no instructions to 
disciples of Christ to receive the interpretation of any church, 
or set of men, as the undoubted truth of God. I am justified 
by the Apostle himself in exercising " the liberty wherewith 
Christ has made us free," and refusing to bow to the dictates 
of the Church of England, and in expounding Scripture for 
myself. 

It would be incorrect to say that belief in this incompre- 
hensible doctrine of the Trinity (for mystery it is acknow- 
ledged to be) is confined to the divines of the Established 
Churches, since Robert Robinson, author of the " Plea for 
the Divinity of Christ," Dr. Wardlaw, author of " Discourses 
on the Socinian Controversy," and Dr. Pye Smith, author 
of " The Scripture Testimony of the Messiah," were all dis- 
senters from the Church of England, and pastors or minis- 
ters of dissenting congregations. These gentlemen all gave 
up the Athanasian Creed; but Mr. Robinson considered Christ 
to be truly and properly God; Dr. Wardlaw wrote no less 
than three discourses to prove him to be " the true God;" and 
Dr. Pye Smith insisted " that the state of the current know- 
ledge among the Jews about the period of our Saviour's birth 
plainly indicated the Divine dignity of the Messiah," and 
" that the Syriac version of the Old Testament is pecidiarly 
clear and strcwig in the passages which attribute to him cha- 
racters of Deity" (vol. i. p. 339, and vol. ii. p. 153). It is, 
however, worthy of consideration that although the doctrine 
of the Trinity absolutely requires undisputed proof of the per- 
sonality and Deity of the Holy Ghost, as well as of the Deity 
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of the Son, yet the endeavours of these authors are princi- 
pally directed to the latter point alone; assuming, no doubt, 
with Dr. Valpy, that he who assents to the Deity of the Son 
will not doubt the truth of the article, that "the Holy 
Ghost is also the Very and Eternal God"; or with Mr. Burgh 
(p. 194), that "disbelieving the Trinity is a disbelief of 
Jesus Christ as revealed in the Scripture." 

The following is an observation of the late Dr. Wardlaw's 
on this head: — " I suppose it will readily be admitted that 
if there be a plurality of persons in the One Godhead, that 
plurality is a Trinity, for although the views of the doctrine of 
the Trinity held by those who have attempted to explain it have 
been various, yet Trinity and Unity (taking the latter term in 
the sense affixed to it by Antitrinitarians) are properly the 
only two hypotheses on the subject. All who believe the 
doctrine of a plurality to be taught in the Scripture, believe 
that plurality to consist in the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit: none have believed in more; none in fewer." And 
Dr. Smith says, — " This conclusion [the union of the two 
natures in Christ] involves a belief in the doctrine com- 
monly called the Trinity^ a doctrine which, though the name 
be only a compendium of human invention, appears to me to 
afford the most satisfactory ground of consistent belief in the Deity 
of our Saviour, but which is not a necessary part of the 
topic." Is not this as much as saying, — ^Believe the doctrine 
of the Trinity, and you may consistently believe that of the 
Deity of Christ? But is it not the very reverse of the argu- 
ment used by both Dr. Valpy and Mr. Burgh, who allege 
that belief in the Godhead of the Son is the ground of a 
belief in the Trinity? It is surely something like begging 
the question, and arguing in a circle. It is true that all these 
attempt to establish the point, but the arguments they ad- 
duce are to my mind neither satisfactory nor sufficient, 
amounting to no more than a personification or prosopopoeia, 
which would equally prove the personality of the " word" of 
God, his wisdom, mercy, justice, or any other of his Divine 



attributes. I concur with the Civilian (p. 97), that we may 
beKeve without seeing with the eye, or hearing with the 
ear; but since the eyes of my imderstanding have been 
opened, I have been imable to view the Spirit of God in any 
other Kght than as God Himself; in the same manner that 
I look upon the spirit or mind of man as the man himself. 
When Elihu says, in Job xxxiii. 4, " The Spirit of God hath 
made me, and the breath of the Almighty hath given me 
life," I look upon him merely as expressing, in the language 
of the Old Testament, that Jehovah created him. The re- 
markable fact noticed by Dr. Valpy in his " Address to his 
Parishioners" (p. 13), viz. that " although the Son is said to 
be inferior to the Father in the human form,*^ [I am not 
aware that the inferiority is limited to that form alone,] 
" the Father is, on no occasion, said to be greater than the 
Holy Ghost," confirms me in the impression, very different 
from the one which he wishes to incukate, that they were re- 
garded by the Apostle £U9 one and the same, and consequently 
never compared with each other, as is the case continually 
with the Father and Son, the difference between whom is 
sufficiently indicated indeed by these correlative terms em- 
ployed. Mr. Eobinson, like Dr. Whitby, also finding that 
he had deceived himself as to the doctrine of the Trinity, re- 
tracted as he had promised, and adopted Unitarian opiaions; 
and I should have hesitated, therefore, in offering any quo- 
tation from a work previously published by him, were it 
not that Dr. Wardlaw and many other advocates of that 
doctrine adduce the same texts in its support, and adduce 
them too without any attempt at illustration, or proof that 
they can be construed in no other way, considering them de- 
cisive of themselves. No doubt they would be, if the meaning 
they assign to them were admitted as unquestionable, but as 
this is not the case, I am induced to refer to them, adding 
such comments of my own as I think worthy of consideration. 
Mr. Kobinson then remarks (p. 10 of the "Plea"),— "I 
take up the New Testament, and read these words of truth and 
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soberness, in wUch the Holy Ghost teacheth me the nature 
of Jesus Christ/' and he accordingly proceeds to quote the 
following texts, but without comment or argument, to prove 
their applicability to the purpose for which they are ad- 
duced. It certainly is mere advocacy, and not the spirit 
of honest inquiry (by which I conceive the Civilian to be 
influenced), to assume as true any interpretation of Scrip- 
ture imtil it has been first proved. 1st, " The Word was 
OodJ' Here it is assumed that by " the Word" is meant 
Christ, but as this is positively denied, the fact should 
be proved beyond dispute. The expression in the origi- 
nal is Logos, and may with equal propriety be translated 
Wisdom, or Intelligeiice, as "Word;'* since without this 
Logos the Almighty would have been, as even Trinitarians 
admit, "without intelligence," or "void of reason." 2d, 
" Ood was manifest in the flesh." I have already remarked 
that the word " God" is wanting in the original, and a little 
inquiry will, I think, prove that I am correct. Instead of 
the expression conveying the impression that Christ is an 
Incarnation of the Deity, might it not be rather interpreted 
as meaning no more than»that the invisible Gbd is as clearly 
perceptible in the teaching and miracles of Jesus of Nazareth 
as in the works of creation, by which TTi> eternal power and 
Godhead may be clearly understood (Kom. i. 20). 3d, " JSKs 
name is Imma/nuel, God with us," I have also noticed that 
our Saviour is never called by the name Immanuel; and that 
in the text in question the word is merely an appellation 
denoting the object of his mission, though the Civilian (page 
119) asserts that Christ msans God in Humanity. 4th, " John 
tumeth many to the Lord their God." How does this prove 
Jesus Christ to be God? for, exclusive of the Baptist, did not 
he himself, and his Apostles after him, convert many from 
their vanities to the knowledge of the living God? 5th, " The 
Jews cncdfied the Lord of Glory." May the Apostle not 
have applied this title to our crucified Saviour without ima- 
gining him to be the supreme GodP Was he not the Media- 
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tor of the glorious Gospel of the blessed God, and on that 
account appointed Lord, and may he not in consequence 
be justly styled the Glorious Lord, or Lord of Glory P 6th, 
" God purchmed the Church with His bloodJ' 7th, " God laid 
dotm Sis life for usJ^ Mr. Burgh, I am aware, says (p. 42) 
that " the witnesses of Christ bore testimony to the fact that 
the blood which streamed from a supposed malefactor, dying 
for imputed blasphemy upon a cross, was the blood of God 
Himself poured forth for our transgressions;^^ but I can find 
nothing of the kind in their evidence. Independently of this, 
to me, amazing idea (surely a blasphemous one), I am led to 
look upon God as a Spirit who has neither flesh nor blood, and 
as being, moreover, immortal — ^He only, indeed, having immor- 
tality. These considerations would be sufficient to have led 
me to suppose some mistake in the translation; but I further 
find that in both texts the word " God " is spurious, the 
most ancient manuscripts rendering it, in the former, " the 
Church of the Lord,'' meaning Christ, "which he [not 
God] purchased with his own blood, for he loved it, and 
gave himself for it;" and, in the latter, the most zealous 
advocates of the doctrine admit that it should be translated 
he (i. e, Christ) laid down his life for us. 8th, " Jesus Christ 
is Lord ofalV To be sure he is, having been exalted to the 
dignity by his Father, who put aU things under his feet, 
and gave him to be aU things to the Church ; but he cannot 
thereby be considered the Almighty God, who thus put all 
things under his feet. 9th, " Christ is over all, God blessed 
for ever." Is Christ in any other place called God over allP 
And if not, as I believe he is not, is it unreasonable to sup- 
pose it possible, that his being apparently so in this instance 
may arise solely from an error in punctuation, and that the 
Apostle may have meant, as some translate the words, " of 
whom [that is, the Jewish race] Christ came, Ood who is 
over all be blessed for ever''? or, as others construe them, 
" Whose are the fathers, of whom as concerning the flesh 
Christ came, wfiose is the God over all blessed for ever," which 
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latter interpretation is equivalent to what the Apostle says, 
in 1 Cor. iii. 32, " Ye are Christ's, and Christ is God's"; 
either of which constructions appears to me to be supported 
by Origen, where he says, — " Be it so that some are found 
so rash as to suppose the Saviour to be God over all; yet we 
are not of that sort, but pay more regard to his own account 
of himself, ' My Father is greater than /.' " Must he not also 
in the end give up his delegated kingdom, his viceroyalty, if 
I may so call it, to the Father, that God may be all in all? 
10th, " We shall all stand before the judgment-seat of Christ, 
So every one of us must give account of himself to God." 
Without considering Christ to be God, the expression of the 
Apostle is, I think, fully accounted for by what he says in 
Acts xvii. 31, viz., "Because He [God] hath appointed a 
day, in the which He will judge the world in righteousness 
by that man* [Christ] whom He hath ordained; whereof He 
hath given assurance unto all men, in that He hath raised 
him from the dead;" or, as he elsewhere says, "We shall all 
stand before the judgment-seat of Christ," and give an account 
of ourselves to God (Rom. xiv. 10, 12). Anything I could 
add would be superfluous. It is evident, then, that I do not 
consider the texts in question as at all proving that Christ is 
truly and properly God, or by any means attesting the truth 
of the doctrine of the Trinity. Indeed, I am fully persuaded 
that that doctrine is founded solely on supposition and hjrpo- 
thesis — an attempt to be wise beyond what is written. 

As no one can pretend " to know the Almighty to perfec- 
tion," Dr. Pye Smith is of opinion " that there is no ante- 

* The Civilian observes (p. 145), — " St. Paul, too, had a pregnant meaning in 
the words, * by that man whom He ordained.' That this man is Gody even 
Christ, there is no doubt." That Christ is meant I have no doubt; but I see 
no reason for supposing that the ordained is the same Being who ordains, or 
believing that such was the Apostle's meaning, else the persons with whom 
he was talking would have been struck with the expression as extraordinary. 
It certainly would have been requisite to interpose the modern knowledge that 
Christ was both God and man. His auditors ought to have been first instructed 
that Jesus Christ is God, which they are not by the Apostle in his address to 
them — Acts xvii. 
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cedent incredibility in the supposition that the infinite and un- 
known essence of the Deity [that is His unity] may comprise 
a plurality, not of separate beings, but of hypostases, subsis- 
tences, subjects, persons; or, since many wise men deem it 
safest and most becoming not to use any specific term for this 
ineffable subject of distinctions, always remembering [I should 
say fancifully] that such distinctions alter not the Unity proper 
to the Divine nature J' "That Unity,'* says he, "we hold as 
the truth from reason and revelation; but for anything we 
know, or have a right to assume, the combination of unity 
and plurality may be [is it not assumed that it is .^] one of the 
unique properties of the Divine essence, a necessary part of 
that Sole Perfection which must include every real and possi- 
ble excellence, a property peculiar to the Deity, and distin- 
guishing the mode of Sis existence from that of the exist- 
ence of all created beings. We are not authorised to attri- 
bute Unity to the Deity in an unqualified sense. For any 
thing we know or are entitled to assume, there may be a sense 
of the term Unity, which would include a degrading restric- 
tion and would be incompatible with the possibility of all 
possible perfection " (p. 6). This mode of argument is very 
similar to that used by Dr. Wardlaw and others, that because 
the Trinity is above reason, it cannot therefore be proved con- 
trary to it. We are told in Scripture that God is One, and we 
use the word Unity towards Him in the language of men, the 
only one in which we understand it; and I may refer with 
confidence to the assertion of Milton, that " unless the terms 
unity and duality [or Trinity] be signs of the same ideas to 
God which they represent to man, it would have been to no 
purpose that God has so repeatedly inculcated that first com- 
mandment that He was the One and only God, if another 
could be said to exist besides, who also himself ought to be 
believed in as the One God." Unless language conformable 
to our ideas had been employed, the revelation would have 
been utterly imintelligible to us. It is true that the word 
Unity is not to be found in Scripture any more than that of 
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Trinity — ^both are of man's fabrication ; but if a single passage 
can be produced declaratory of there being tliree distinctions 
in that One, or that God is triune^ we will admit the equal 
propriety of the term. But until then, we must be allowed 
to consider it, with Calvin, " barbarous, insipid, profane, a 
human invention groimded on no testimony of God's Word, 
the Popish God, unknown to the Prophets and the Apostles." 
Nor are we inclined to place confidence in may be^s; we want 
the authority of Revelation, and at present look upon the doc- 
trine as nothing better than a fiction of the imagination — 
a figment — one of the many inventions sought out by man 
which have turned him £rom his uprightness. (Eccl. vii. 29.) 
Few men can be found better conversant with the doctrine 
of the Trinity, or more conscientiously zealous in its sup- 
port, than Dr. Newman, now a member of the Church of 
Bome; and yet even he acknowledges that it is not to be learned 
in the first instance from Scripture, though being known and 
admitted, it may receive confirmation from that holy Book. 
But it is not the IJnitarian, it must be recollected, who up- 
holds the doctrine; he denies it in toto — asserting the simple 
humanity of Christ, and the strict Unity of God; and this 
Unity being admitted by the Trinitarian, the onus probandi 
rests with the latter, and it behoves him to prove that in that 
Unity there are Three Persons. K we believe in a Trinity, we 
must, as Sherlock says, " whether we will or no, acknowledge 
Three, each of which is One perfect Being, and no one is the 
other." If we deny this, we must either deny that the 
Father is, or that the Son is, or that the Holy Ghost is, and 
to deny either of these is to deny the Trinity. Numerous 
have been the attempts to do this; but I cannot help thinking 
that to the honest unprejudiced inquirer after truth, they 
have been failures. I can, however, only speak of myself, 
and I solemnly declare that to me they have proved so; 
and though I have read of the periehoresis as the characteris- 
tic of Catholic Trinitarianism — of the circumcessio, the hom^- 
ousian, the homogeniety, the unknown distinction of per- 
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sons, the assumed difference between substance and essence, . 
&c. &c., yet these phrases being to me unintelligible, are 
nothing more than as sounding brass or a tinkling cymbal — 
v(w etpreteria nihil. The real difficulty in interpreting Scrip- 
ture appears to me to arise from our not studying it as we do 
any other ancient work, but look for mysteries in every meta- 
phor, and owing to early prejudice associate certain notions 
with the words of our versions. As, for instance, the words 
"Eedeemer and Saviour" are now confined to Jesus Christ, 
instead of being applied to God as they were originally; and 
the "last day" instead of being considered as referring to the 
Messiah's kingdom, when God spake to us by :fdH^B^is now</^^ ^^ 
appropriated to "the day of judgment." These few comments 
on the texts so imhesitatingly and dogmatically advanced by 
Mr. Robinson, are offered merely as showing the sort of evi- 
dence advanced by Trinitarians in support of their theory. 

It is impossible to notice all the instances in which inter- 
polation, violation of the fundamental principles of interpre- 
tation, mistranslations, and references of passages to Christ 
which are meant to apply to his Father, are resorted to, and 
I shall therefore confine myself to a very few. At the head 
of the list is, of course, the famous text 1st John v. 7, of 
the spuriousness of which there cannot be a doubt. Even 
astonishment is expressed by the Eclectic Review that " Pro- 
testants should still be fighting pedibm et unguibm in its 
support;" and the Civilian, in page 194, admits that "it 
is now scarcely defended'^ This text, nevertheless, holds its 
place in our common version, and is quoted as genuine by 
many very eminent divines who ought to know better than 
thus to mislead their flocks. But were it even genuine, it 
could never prove the doctrine of the Trinity, or that the three 
witnesses did more than attest one and the same fact, viz. 
that Jesus is the Son of God. 

I would next refer to Phil, ii., 5, 6. There is no ques- 
tion in regard to the correctness of this passage in the 
original text ; the doubt is as to that of the interpretation of 



the first clause^ and of the translation of the second. It stands 
in our version, " Let this mind be in you, which was also 
in Christ Jesus: Who, being in the form of God, thought it not 
rohhery to he eqtial mth QodP The Trinitarian, of course, con- 
siders the expression " being in the form of God " to mean 
beyond all doubt that " Christ was God incarnate," and his 
" thinking it not robbery to be equal'with God" is therefore 
a matter of course ; but the Unitarian, on the contrary, satis- 
fied on the authority of Scripture that God is a Spirit and 
hm no form literally, construes the first clause figuratively, 
and sees in it nothing more than a declaration that Jesus 
was vested with all the fulness of the Godhead bodily, God 
not having given the spirit by measure to him. He there- 
fore considers the latter a mistranslation, and that it ought to 
have been rendered as Dr. S. Clarke (who considered himself 
a Trinitarian, though believing that a pre-existent but cre- 
ated spirit animated the body of Christ,) translated it in page 
179 of his " Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity," " did not 
covet to be honoured as God," " was not greedy or fond of, 
or looked upon it as a prize to he eagerly snatched at, of being 
honoured as God." " These words," he says, " are an unustuil 
phrase," but he gives his reasons for considering it the true 
interpretation. As for my own part, always hearing in mind 
that God is One, and that any sense given to Scripture in the 
slightest degree subversive of that fundamental article of all 
religion must be erroneous, I naturally coincide in the Uni- 
tarian interpretation of the first clause; and although my 
want of knowledge in the Greek language prevents my de- 
ciding as a critic which of the two translations of the last 
clause is the more correct, I am still enabled by a considera- 
tion of the context and of the writer's intention, to satisfy 
myself on that point also. The object of the Apostle is evi- 
dently to inculcate humility and obedience by pointing out 
the conduct of our Saviour. Now, however he may he justified 
in doing so, his having no hesitation in thinking it " no rob- 
bery to be equal with God," is assuredly no proof of Christ's 
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humility, whereas his possessing Divine powers and not em- 
ploying them for his own purposes, or making a boast of 
them, may certainly be considered as such. I therefore look 
upon the Unitarian construction as the more probable, and 
give it the preference accordingly. Besides, the contrast 
here is not between the assumed double nature of Christ, 
but between the expressions " the form of God " and " the 
form of a servant," both being applied to Jesus Christ as 
a man anointed of God, — his dignity as the Son of God 
being announced by the former, his humility by the latter; 
he laid aside or emptied himself of the former, and showed 
that he came not to be ministered imto but to minister; he 
was among his disciples as one that served, or, in other words, 
" although he was rich, yet for our sakes he became poor, 
that we through his poverty might become rich," that is, 
rich, not with reference to any former state of existence as 
the Second Person of the Trinity, but in holiness and divine 
communications, and heavenly power ; for what other riches 
did he ever possess who had not where to lay his head ? or 
when were his disciples rich in any other respect ? They 
were only rich towards God (Luke xii. 21). He had all the 
powers of nature at his command — ^that is, he had only to 
pray to his Father, and He would have given him at any 
time more than twelve legions of angels. Nevertheless he made 
himself of no reputation, himibled himself and became obe- 
dient even to the death of the cross, for which act of obedience 
we are told he was exalted; which he could not have been, had 
he been in his own nature one with the Father, God. 

There is, however, another mistranslation in the context 
of this passage, which appears to me of such evident impor- 
tance as to require notice and correction, which, therefore, I 
cannot allow to pass without observation. In our common 
version we are told (Phil. ii. 10), "That at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow;" hence, it is generally inferred 
that sufficient honour is paid to him by a ceremonial obser- 
vance on hearing him named, and accordingly it has become 
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the custom to go through the superstitious ceremony of 
bowing at stated periods in the Church service when the 
name is repeated. But this could never have been the 
Apostle's intention. His meaning is clear from his own 
example of botoing the knee, that is, addressing himself in prayer 
to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ (Eph. iii. 14) ; and he 
evidently enjoins us to oflfer up our requests to God in the 
name of His Son, that is, as his disciples; since it is only 
through faith in Him that we have access to the Father — 
admission to the throne of Grace; thus coinciding in every 
respect with our Saviour's own injunction (John xvi. 23), — 
" In that day ye shall ask me nothing. Verily, verily, I say 
unto you, Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name. 
He will give it you." This is the honour to which our 
Saviour has been exalted, that he should be the Mediator of 
a better covenant. Such being the command of Christ, it 
must be admitted that I am warranted in animadverting 
on the continuance of the mistranslation in our Bibles, and 
in protesting against this Church-bowing. 

Dr. Pye Smith, in page 39 of his " Scripture Testimony," 
very properly observes, — " It would seem superfluous to ex- 
press a caution against arguing from any translation of the 
Scriptures, as if it were the original"; but imfortunately the 
caution is neither superfluous nor imnecessary, for even this 
mode is resorted to by the Trinitarian, with the view of 
proving Jesus to have declared himself to he the supreme God, 
although he elsewhere acknowledges that he owed his very 
existence and all his powers to the Father. I refer to 
John viiL 58. In Exodus iii. 14, we find the Almighty 
Jehovah designating himself to Moses by an appellation 
denoting His self-existence. His only inalienable attribute. 
In the Douay Bible, the version of the Old Testament in use 
among the Roman Catholics, the expression is, " He who is 
hath sent me unto you," — ^but in our common version. King 
James's translators have used the words "I am;" and our 
Saviour, in the passage John viii. 58, having said " Before 
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Abraham was, /aw," the sound in English, without reference 
to the sense of the original, is eagerly and hastily caught at, 
and the passage forthwith adduced as a proof of his claiai to 
Deity. Accordingly, we find in Doyly and Mant's Diction- 
ary the following comments on the text : — " The use of the 
expression / am sufficiently maintains, and the nature of the 
passage absolutely requires, that it should denote not merely 
a present being, but a priority of existence, together with a 
continuation of it to the present time. Before Abraham, of 
whom you speak, was bom, I had a real existence, by which 
I tvaa capable of seeing him, in which I have continued tiU 
now" — Bishop Pearson. "You see now a man, but before 
Abraham, and before aU created generations, I am the same 
with whom Moses told the Israelites, ^ I am' hath sent me 
unto you, Ex. iii. 14 " — Dr,Claggett " Hiid the existence of 
our blessed Saviour been measured by time, as is that of all 
created beings, he must have said ' Before Abraham was, I 
was,' but his words are, * Before Abaham was, / am, thus 
using the expression of himself which the Eternal God does 
at Exodus iii. 14, and hereby demonstrates himself to be 
the same God who there said ' I am that I am ' " — Bishop 
Beveridge. And the comment of M. Henry, a Nonconformist 
divine, in his exposition of the Bible, is — " Verily, verily, I 
say unto you, I do not only say it privately to my disciples 
who will be sure to say as I do, but unto you, my enemies 
and persecutors, I say it to your faces, take it how you will; 
before Abraham was made or bom I am. The change of 
the word is observable, and speaks Abraham a creature and 
himself the Creator. Well then might he make himself greater 
than Abraham: before Abraham he was, first as God. I am 
is the name of Gx)d, Ex. iii. 14; it speaks his self-existence; he 
does not say / was, but / am, for he is the first and the last, 
invariably the same, Rev. i. 8; that he was not only before 
Abraham, but before all worlds" — Prov. viii. 23; John i. 1. 

The Civilian himself evidently looks upon the expression 
I am^ as a proper name for God, and applies it to Christ 
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when he says (p. 55), — " The Great / am should be with you 
[the disciples] always, even unto the end of the world."* 
Mr. Burgh expresses himself to the following eflfect : — " There 
is a very remarkable distinction in this passage between the 
words was and am. By the former the existence of Abra- 
ham is marked to have had a commencement, and to have 
been finite; by the latter the eternity of Jesus Christ is 
strongly pointed out. The word am bears reference to a life 
in every moment extended to eternity, which, as the presence 
of the Almighty, fills infinite space and is at all periods to 
be spoken of in the present time." [To me it appears that 
the simple word am is merely declaratory of present existence, 
without any reference to beginning or end, and I confess I 
cannot see how the expression of eternity can be applied to 
Christ who is admitted to have been bom of the Yirgin Mary, 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and buried.] 
" Jesus Christ," Mr. Burgh continues, " here makes use of the 
same expression which God declared to be His name to Moses, 
and given to Him as a token whereby he should make Him- 
self known to the children of Israel, to have come from God, 
Ex. iii. 14 ; and it can hardly be supposed that he would 
do so [his doing so is the sheer fancy of commentators] with- 
out an intention of marking his Divinity, and declaring him- 
self to be that God, and that it was he who led the fore- 
fathers of those to whom he spoke out of the land of Egypt 
by the hand of Moses." I find also in the Illustrated Bible 
the following remark in loco, — "There is a remarkable si- 
milarity between the expression employed by Jesus and that 
used in Exodus to denote the name of God. The expression 
doubtless teaches the eternal existence of Christ from its 
being an answer to the Jews, who had inquired whether he 
had seen Abraham, and from its being thus understood by 
those who heard him." Such similarity is not to be found 

• Does not Jehovah make iise of the very same expression when he says to 
Moses, " / am the God of Abraham," &c. ? Why, then, should the Saviour in 
using it be supposed to claim greater dignity and glory than that to which he 
was entitled, namely, He, or the ChrUt of God ? 
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in the original, but is confined to our common English ver- 
sion; and as for the opinion entertained of its meaning by 
the Jews, I do not think it should in any way influence us, 
who are blessed with superior light, and the more especially 
as we know that they often misunderstood Jesus, purposely 
and wilfully, "laying wait for him, and seeking to catch 
something out of his mouth, that they might accuse him"; and 
that they heard him not, or would not listen to his words 
so as to understand them, because they were not of God 
(Luke xi. 54; John viii. 47). 

The least educated reader must perceive that there is 
something wanting to complete the sentence in the passage 
John viii. 58, and would naturally inquire what it is. The 
Unitarian, understanding the words IamB& referring merely 
to the Messiahship of Jesus of Nazareth, to his being the 
Christ or Anointed of God, and not to his Deity, or oliier 
than to the divinity of his mission, is of opinion that the 
omission ought to have been supplied by the translators by 
the pronoun he, or Christ, as they have done in many pas- 
sages of the same and other Evangelists (Mark xiii. 6 ; John 
iv. 26) — ^he who had been promised and foretold to Abraham 
and all the other patriarchs; and the whole passage is there- 
fore understood as meaning that he existed, not as actually 
being, but only in the councils or foreknowledge of God, to 
whom the end is known from the beginning, and whose day 
Abraham rejoiced to see, that is, foresaw and was glad. He 
was the great object of Abraham's faith and the desire of all 
nations. Though Dr. S. Clarke (p. 103) considers this inter- 
pretation a low and languid one, I must candidly confess my- 
self of a diflferent opinion. It appears to me clear, convincing, 
and moreover perfectly Scriptural; indeed, I cannot see how 
it can be interpreted otherwise, or how we can understand 
him in any other way, as the Lamb slain from the founda- 
tion of the world, or as being before his forenmner John the 
Baptist. He was verily, as St. Peter informs us, " foreor- 
dained before the foundation of the world, but was manifest 

H 
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in these last times for you" (1 Peter i. 20). He was, par 
excellence, the Elect, according to the foreknowledge of God 
the Father. The dispensation of the Messiah was before that 
of Abraham, in the design of the Almighty, though not in 
time. Indeed, all the ages, or dispensations, were made for 
him, that is, in anticipation of his coming who was to be the 
light of the world; and, consequently, he was fully warranted 
in saying, " Before Abraham was, I am," without reference 
to any state of prior existence. Abraham was imknown to 
the world until his birth; but Christ was foretold, ages before, 
as the seed of the woman who should bruise the serpent's 
head, and thus he was, in the prescience of God, before Abra- 
ham existed. It is in the same light I construe the Apostle's 
declaration to theEphesians (i. 11), "In whom also [in Christ] 
we have obtained an inheritance, predestinated according to 
th^ purpose of Sim who worketh all things after the counsel 
of His own will." It is in this sense, and this sense only, I 
can understand our Saviour's having been with God from the 
beginning of the world, or his prayer to the Father after' 
having finished his work — " Now, O Father, glorify thou me 
with thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee 
before the world was*'; i, e. that of being ihe Saviour of the 
world (John xvii. 5) ; or of our being predestinated unto the 
adoption of children by Jesus Christ, God having chosen us 
in him before the foimdation of the world (Eph. i. 4-5). The 
previous question of the Jews, " Art thou greater than our 
father Abraham which is dead, and the prophets are dead: 
whom makest thou thyself?" is similar to that of the woman 
of Samaria, " Art thou greater than our father Jacob which 
gave us the wellP" and in both cases he avows himself to be 
the Messiah, as when he says to the latter, " I that speak 
unto thee am he " (John iv. 26). He was greater than both 
Abraham and Jacob, inasmuch as he was the object of their 
anticipated vision, as he elsewhere tells his disciples, " Many 
prophets and kings have desired to see those things which ye 
see, and have not seen them ; and to hear those things which 
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ye hear, and have not heard them" (Luke x. 24). The 
Unitarian can, at any rate, lay claim to consistency in his 
interpretation of this passage, which is more than can be said 
of the Trinitarian. 

Mr. Burgh, though he appears by the preceding quotation 
from his work to consider our Saviour as declaring his o^m 
Deity by the use of the words " I am," yet is so undecided and 
confiised on the subject as to admit the possibility of its not 
being ujiderstood in the sense of a proper name by others ; 
and on the necessity of supplying the ellipsis proceeds to 
observe, — " In some passages ending in a declaration J o^/j in 
the original, the translation has supplied the word he, because 
a relative pronoun, the expression of which the Greek tongue 
can dispense with, is necessary to be expressed in ours, in 
order to make sense of the passage in English, which is good 
sense without it in the Greek ; for instance, the woman of 
Samaria tells our Saviour that * when Christ comes he will 
tell us all things,' to which he answered, ' I that speak to 
you am* (John iv. 26). So it stands in the original, and 
requires no more words to convey the idea that he was the 
Christ of vs^hom she spoke ; whereas it is indispensably requi- 
site that the translator shall add a pronoun, referring to what 
has been said before, and turn the passage, as our Bible has it, 
* I that speak imto you am he.* From this, it is urged that 
no inference favouring our Saviour's Divinity [Deity] is to 
be drawn from the passage, because (it is alleged) it is only 
of the same stamp as the others. Without going into gram- 
matical disquisitions, let us try the experiment, and write it 
accordingly. Jesus said unto them, 'Verily, verily, I say unto 
you, before Abraham was, I am he.' Who? Abraham? 
Will any one insist upon this?" I should decidedly say 
none but a Trinitarian, who, seeing the Father in the Son, 
the Creator in the creature, might imagine the possibility of 
the seed of Abraham declaring himseK Abraham himself. 
But had the translators only added the pronoun he, and left 
the reader to judge for himseK who was intended, they would 



104 

have done right, and I think that he would have been aa 
likely to suppose the Son of God as announcing himself 
God, as the seed of Abraham to have declared himself 
Abraham. 

Another instance in which the translation is argued upon 
as if it were the original, occurs in Isaiah ix. 6. This pro- 
phecy has been appropriated by the Trinitarians to Christ; 
and, as the person referred to is designated, in our English 
version, " The mighty God," " The everlasting Father," he 
is considered to authorise the application of these titles to 
himself when he says " I and my Father are one" (John x. 30). 
This is held a convincing proof of his identity of person and 
unity of essence with God ; but I would observe that in John 
viii. 17, 18, he as decidedly and unequivocally asserts their 
duality, or that he and his Father are two, for he says to 
the Jews, " It is also written in your law, that the testimony 
of two men is true. I am one that bear witness of myself, 
and the Father that sent me beareth witness of me." Are 
we not, as Protestants, expressly prohibited from construing 
one part of Scripture so as to make it repugnant to another, 
which is surely the case if we interpret the specified expres- 
sion Kterally ? Both Professor Stuart and Archbishop New- 
come, however, expound John v. 30 as referring solely to the 
unity in counsel, design, and afiection which existed between 
Christ and his Father; and as the construction is far from 
being a forced one — since we know that the power exerted 
was that of the Father delegated to the Son, in proof of his 
mission from God — and as all difficulty and apparent discre- 
pancy are thereby removed, I have no hesitation in adopting 
it. There can be no doubt, too, that the prophecy referred 
originally to Hezekiah, son of Ahaz, king of Judah, in whose 
birth (which occurred within a twelvemonth) it is supposed, 
by many very eminent divines, to have had its complete ful- 
filment; and as I concur with Dr. Samuel Clarke that it is 
the height of absurdity to say of a Son that he is the Ever- 
lasting Father — ^the Father of himself— I am satisfied that 
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tlie translation is erroneous, and that no allusion was in- 
tended to be made to our Saviour, who was not bom for cen- 
turies afterwards. According to Bishop Lowth and other 
erudite annotators of the Bible, by no means inferior in point 
of knowledge of the Hebrew language to King James's trans- 
lators, the correct rendering would be " the mighty Poten- 
tate,'' " the Father of the future age," or age to come ; and 
as these epithets are well suited to Hezekiah, who was un- 
doubtedly one of the most religious rulers who ever occupied 
the throne of David, I am convinced that he alone was pre- 
dicted; at all events, whether such be the case, or whether 
it referred secondarily and ultimately to our Saviour also, the 
cases adduced by me are sufficient to prove the impropriety, 
as observed by Dr. P. Smith, of arguing from a translation, 
and of the necessity of a revised Version, which has so long 
been a desideratum with all denominations of Christians. 

As Unitarians do not admit the Deity of the Saviour, 
they are accused of denying the Atonement, but this is a 
mistake. We do not hesitate to acknowledge the Scripture 
doctrine, but we dare not presimie to determine the modm 
operandi. We do not insist that our salvation can alone ori- 
ginate in the sufferings of Christ as the punishment of our 
sins. We know, and are gratefiil in avowing, that " God 
was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not im- 
puting to man his trespasses and sins;" but we do not at- 
tempt to pry into the mystery of our redemption, one of 
these secret things which God has not revealed in his Word. 
We are satisfied with the assured conviction that "through 
our Lord Jesus Christ," as the Apostle tells us, " we have 
now received the atonement;" that we are no longer "aliens 
from the commonwealth " of God and " strangers from the 
covenants of Israel," but once more at one and the children 
of God " by adoption and grace, and the blessed promise of 
everlasting life." This reconciliation and conditional remis- 
sion of sins we hold to be the true purport and meaning of 
the word Atonement^ in Som. v. 11, — ^the only place in which 



106 

it is to b3 found throughout the common version of the New 
Testament. 

May not the doctrine of the " eternal generation " of 
Christ, so generally insisted on, have originated in, or at all 
events been perpetuated by, the misconception of the pas- 
sage John viii. 58 P Thus it appears to me that " Eternity," 
according to Dr. Waterland, " must infer necessary or self- 
existence;" whereas the Nicene Creed — ^which it behoves the 
members of the Church of England to believe as much as in 
that attributed to St. Athanasius — ^affirms, that the Son is 
" of the same substance with the Father," " begotten before 
all worlds." Supposing this to be the case; yet, anything 
begotten or created — ^for I do not understand a diJfference 
between the words as applied — ^by the Almighty Creator of 
the universe cannot be se^-existent. We further have our 
blessed Saviour's own word, that he owed his life and all the 
extensive powers he possessed, to the will and gift of his 
Father. This I also consider a proof so positive, as to render 
nugatory aU hypothetical surmises, and consequently look 
upon the alleged "eternal generation" as altogether ima- 
ginary. If Christ were eternal, consequently seK-existent, 
he must be God, self-existence being the inalienable and only 
inalienable attribute of the Deity; and, therefore, there would 
be two Gods, which is denied by even his own worshippers. 
On the subject of the Son's eternal generation, the Civilian 
has the following remarks (pp. 198, 199), — " I have above 
casually observed that the article in the Nicene Creed, * Be- 
gotten of his Father before all worlds,' though true, is much 
out of place. The ordinary impression received from it, 
thus placed, is that God the Son was ' begotten God of God,' 
i.e. that God, as God, begets himself. And that impression is 
aJ0&rmed by the Athanasian Creed. Now, in the first place, 
if this were a fact revealed to us in Scripture, it would be 
information touching the nature of God such as He is in Him- 
self, and on which point, where it does not concern us nor 
affect our relation with Him, Scripture does not speak. But, 
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secondly, if it be asked, Who is the SonP the answer is, 
Christ. And who or what is Christ? Ood in man. God in 
man, then, was begotten of God before all worlds — as I have 
above remarked — ^begotten in eternity, ' before the times of 
ages,' Grace gwm to m — ^to mankind — ^in Christ Jesus be- 
fore the world began, ' even before Adam's ' creation, when 
Time (or beings whose knowledge and experience consist 
only in temporal things) was not. It is thtia that Christ is 
the JEternal Son, that in the beginning — ere the world was — 
the Word was with God and * was God,' and was also ' the 
Lamb slain before the fomidation of the world.' Now, the 
use of this revelation to us is very great. It shows us that 
the sacrifice and satisfaction of Christ were made before the 
creation of man, before, so to speak — ^as relative to our 
unavoidable ideas of Time and our incapability of expressing 
Eternity — before the creation of man, so that the remedy was 
not merely prepared, but applied, ere the disease arose. 
Hence we see the magnitude of the grace of God, that 
^ where sin abounded, grace did much more aboimd.' " But 
as I consider Christ, as to his nature, simply a man, made of 
a woman, though " approved of God by miracles and signs," 
who, when the fulness of time was come, sent hinri forth to 
regenerate the world, I do not understand this reasoning, 
or how the word is proved to mean Christ, how sin could 
abound before the creation of the sinner, or how a remedy 
could be appHed ere the disease had arisen. 

I do not comprehend the distinction assumed by the Civi- 
lian (p. 139), — " Now, offspring is not merely what was created 
by God, but what was begotten by Ood. But what is begotten 
must partake of the nature of the Begetter;" — ^for are we 
not aU the oflfspring of God (Acts xvii. 29), though only 
his creatures and created by him? and do we not also partake 
of the divine nature, the nature of the Creator? (2 Peter, i. 4.) 
Many have been the sophistical disputes and endeavours by 
scholastic logic to prove the Godhead of the Son and of the 
Holy Ghost, but the right of the Father to the title has never 
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been questioned. He has ever been allowed by universal 
consent to be God, and as the very term implies the utmost 
degree of perfection and supremacy, nothing can be left to 
the two others but inferiority and subordination. In no part 
of Scripture can I discover belief in any particular dogma 
or metaphysical notion as to the natures of either the Father 
or Son, or in the personality of the Holy Ghost, to be a con- 
dition of eternal life; and, although different conclusions 
are often drawn from the self-same premises, yet I cannot 
conceive it possible that there can be two opinions on the 
clear and positive declarations of our Saviour to the young 
man whom he rebuked for calling him even good. " If thou 
wilt enter into life, keep the commandments" (Matt. xix. 
17), which he defines as comprised in the love of God and 
love of our neighbour (Matt. xxii. 37-40). Our Saviour, too, 
in his prayer to his Father, says — " This is life eternal, that 
they might know Thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ, 
whom Thou hast sent" (John xvii. 3). I should therefore 
have no hesitation in saying to the Civilian, or any other 
candid inquirer after truth, in our Saviour's explicit and 
authoritative language — "This do, and thou shalt live" 
(Luke X. 28). Whatever eke may be required by the 
Church of England, or any other church or denomination 
of men, is only of human authority, immaterial and unneces- 
sary. It is nevertheless beyond a doubt, that a life of the 
utmost rectitude would not alone entitle us to a reward on 
the score of merity either of our oum or that of any other, for 
even the best of us must acknowledge that, do what we can, 
we are still unprofitable servants, and have done only that 
which it was our duty to do; but it is a privilege, and one 
for which we cannot be too grateful, that we serve a Master 
who will not overlook even our most feeble attempts to do His 
will-— that in His service our labour wiU not be in vain, but 
that patient continuance in well-doing and perseverance in the 
path of duty will ensure us, through his mercy, the welcome 
salutation — " Well done, thou good and faithful servant, thou 
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hast been faithM over a few tilings, be thou niler over many 
things, enter thou into the joy of thy Lord." Although 
unprofitable we shall not aU be cast into outer darkness like 
the wicked and slothful servant, but have the promise of 
eternal life, if we only do our duty by faithfully employing 
the talents entrusted to our care. In this parable, reward 
appears to me " to be placed on the one side of an alterna- 
tive, and punishment on the other," although such may not 
be required by the dictates of himian justice (Whately's 
Essays, p. 66) ; and truly may we say " God's ways are not 
as our ways, nor His thoughts as our thoughts/* 

The Unity of God is admitted by Christians of all denomi- 
nations, and as I cannot conceive the existence of a plurality 
in that Unity, whatever may be the opinion of Dr. Pye Smith, 
or look upon it with the Civilian as a " negation of nimiber," I 
understand by the term that God is, in evert/ respect, whether 
as to person, substance, essence, or nature. One and no more. 
The doctrine of aTrinity conveys an idea diametrically opposed 
to it, and as the two notions are wide as the poles asunder and 
distinct as one planet &om another, my mind cannot embrace 
or comprehend them both. I am obliged, therefore, to em- 
brace the one as authorised and sanctioned by Scripture, and 
reject the other as unscriptural. I am a Unitarian Christian, 
believing, as I most conscientiously do, that Unitarianism, 
or the worship of One God, the Father alone, is the pure doc- 
trine of the Gospel, the imcorrupted " simplicity that is in 
Christ '' (2d Cor. xi. 3). I eschew the Trinity as subversive 
thereof, erroneous, contrary to the whole scope and tenor of 
the Word of God, and opposed, therefore, to both reason and 
Revelation. Infallible certainty, however, in the correctness 
of belief is in this world unattainable, and consequently not 
required of frail mortals. All that is absolutely necessary is 
that each should he fully persuaded in his own mind; and that 
being the case our hearts will acquit us, and we are expressly 
assured, that if our " heart condemn us not, then may we 
have confidence towards God." At the same time, however, 



110 

God forbid that I should say, or even think, that all holding 
those nnscriptnral doctrines must perish everlastingly, or 
even that they must infallibly be in the wrong because they 
do not see with my eyes or believe with my faith ; for, as I 
have before observed, God alone knows who is right and 
who wrong. It is unfortunately too true, and lamentable it 
is to see it, that the Roman Catholic and Protestant Estab- 
lished Churches are in the habit of abusing, denouncing, and 
anathematising each other — ^the latter seeming to forget their 
dose aflinity to the hierarchy they denounce. I never was 
more shocked in my life, than at hearing a clergyman in 
India, a divine of the Church of England, not only mention 
his disapproval of the Romish faith, but actually declare his 
detestation of every individual professing it. Surely a form 
of religion which has comprised within it such men as Fene- 
lon,* Oberlin, and other truly Christian characters, can never 
merit the censure cast upon it by the Civilian (p. 218), that 
in his "deliberate judgment it is more earthly, sensual, 
devilish than any other form of religion which has ever 
appeared on earth." Admitting that the majority of Roman 
Catholics mistake credence for faith, looking upon credence 
alone as sufficient for salvation, and thus reduce their belief 
below the level of heathenism, why should the religion itself 
be made to bear the blame? All that can be said is, that it 
has been corrupted, which the most zealous Episcopalian 
Protestant wiU scarcely deny to be the case even with his 
own form. Both have the same origin, both are branches of 
the true vine — ^the rod out of the stem of Jesse; and both 
hope fo be found abiding in it. I rejoice in believing that from 
every faith, as in every clime, there is a road to heaven, and 
in the assurance that " in every nation he that feareth God 

* Dr. Channing, than whom no man can be more opposed to the Roman 
Catholic form of religion, observes of Fenelon, '' Such a man is enough to place 
within the pale of our charity the whole body to which he belonged. His virtue 
is broad enough to shield his whole church from that unmeasured, undistin- 
guishing reprobation with which Protestant zeal has too often assailed it. The 
Catholic Church has produced some of the greatest and best men that ever lived, 
and this is proof enough of its possessing all the means of salvation." 
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and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him " (Acts x. 
35). I sincerely join with the excellent Bishop Watson in 
saying, " If different men, in carefully and conscientiously 
examining the Scriptures should arrive at different conclu- 
sions, even on points of the last importance, we trust that 
Gtod will be merciful to him who is in error. We trust that 
he will pardon the Unitarian if A^ be in error, because he 
has fallen into it from the dread of becoming an idolater, 
and giving that glory to another which he conceives to be 
due to God alone. If the worshipper of Jesus Christ be in 
error, we trust that God wiU pardon his mistake, because he 
has fallen into it from a dread of disobeying what he con- 
ceives to be revealed concerning the honour to be given to 
him. Both are actuated by the same principle, the fear of 
God, and although that principle impels them into different 
roads, it is our hope and belief that if they add to their faith 
charity, they will meet in heaven." 

The doctrine of the Trinity — that is, the union of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost — according to Dr. Newman, is 
an abstraction of the mind; or, to use his own words, "When 
we contemplate the Son in his fulness, we do but view the 
Father as that person in whom God the Son is. Our mind 
abstracts his substance, which is the Son, for the moment from 
him; and regards him merely as Father. It is, however, 
but an operation of the mind, and not a real emptying of God- 
head from the Father, if such words may be used." And 
that this also is Dr. Whately's opinion is evident from the 
following extracts from his Essays (p. 109) : — " When I say, 
however, that we worship Christ, not as man but as God, 
I mean only that the worship which evidently the Apostles 
and their immediate disciples paid, and were taught to pay 
to him, was not directed to a mere man, however high in the 
divine favour, but to God manifest in the flesh, I am far 
from supposing that the generality of Christians, that is, 
the unlearned and unphilosophical, were or can be capable of 
making in their worship a complete mental separation of the 
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two natures; abstracting distinctly and contemplating solely 
the Divine character, and laying aside all consideration of the 
hiiman nature of Christ. This may be possible for an acute, 
learned, and reflective philosopher, without his adopting the 
notion into which the attempt seems to have led some of 
those early heretics who regarded our Lord as two persons — 
the man Jesus, and Christ a distinct emanation of the Deity." 
But I am unable to discover any trace of the Apostles or 
their disciples ever having worshipped Christ, in the usual 
sense of worship — religious adoration — either as God or 
man; or that in addressing their prayers to the God and 
Father of all, they had any idea of his having appeared on 
earth as man. With regard to the earlier heretical notions 
alluded to by the worthy prelate, does not the orthodox 
Trinitarian of the present day declare Jesus Christ to be two 
persons, to have two natures, that he is at the same time 
both God and man, and actually speaks at one time as the 
former, and at another in the latter character? The Arch- 
bishop proceeds, — "The distinction may be possible for a 
profound and reflective mind so "to draw as yet to keep clear 
of that heresy, but the bare description of such an abstrac- 
tive process of thought " [I should say aberration of mind] 
"would, I conceive, have as much perplexed the greater 
part of the early disciples, as it manifestly would the gene- 
rality of unlearned Christians now." In this I most fully 
concur; I also consider another remark of the Archbishop's 
to be as perfectly true, namely, that " the Scriptures were 
designed by unerring Wisdom for the instruction of such 
minds," — [it is one of the peculiarities of Chrisfs religion that 
the poor have the Gospel preached to them. Matt. xi. 5] — " in- 
tended for the mass of mankind, though there may be certain 
passages not intelligible to the unlearned" — [St. Peter informs 
us that in the Epistles of St. Paul there are some things hard 
to be understood, but he does not say altogether imintelligible*] 

* According to our received version of the Bible, it is added by the Apostle 
that these things, hard to he understoody are wrested by the unlearned and 
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— '^cannot be calculated to mislead tliem as to important 
matters by conveying to their minds an obvious sense whicli 
yet shall not be the true one" (Essays, p. 111). This confirms 
me in the belief that the doctrine in question is not a doc- 
trine of Scripture. 

It unfortimately happens that the sacred writers are often 
made answerable for sentiments contrary to what they in- 
tended to express; thus, Mr. Burgh, Mr. East, and others, 
hesitate not to attribute their belief in our Saviour's Deity to 
the predictions of the Prophets and the teachings and evidence of 
those appointed to be mtnesses of him; and even Dr. Whately 
observes (Essays, p. Ill), " If, as they, the Socinians, [mean- 
ing by the nickname the Unitarians] contend, the worship 
of Christ be idolatry, must not the Scriptures themselves 
be charged with leading ordinary Christians into idolatry?" 
There is a twofold error in this statement. No Christian can 
be an idolater, in the sense given to the word by the inspired 
writers. The idolatry they denounced was Heathenism, or 
the worship of many gods, which is now out of the question. 
Although Christ is supposed to be one with the Father, God, 
and worshipped accordingly, yet still plurality of Gods is 
not thereby intended by the worshipper. Nobody can really 
believe, in the proper sense of the word, what he cannot 
comprehend, and the Trinity is admitted to be an iDcompre- 
hensible mystery. Reason, or as the Civilian at different 
times calls it, God, Christ, the Holy Ghost in us, declares, as 
with the authority of Heaven itself, that three being one, or 
that Christ is God or a God-man (whatever Christians may 
now be taught), is impossible. The whole error appears to 
me to arise from verbal credence having been mistaken for 

unstable to their own destruction; he cannot be understood to allude to the 
honest inquirer after truth, however illiterate he may be in point of worldly wis- 
dom, but to such as, like the Jews in our Saviour's time, were purposely unteach- 
able, unwilling, and averse to ascertain and embrace the truth, and who required 
to be converted, and become as little children before they could enter the king- 
dom of heaven— that is, become his disciples. There are many in these days like- 
wise who will not understand, but the fault is not in the Scriptures. 
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actual faith, or rather from the followers of Christ having 
de]{)arted from the original and fundamental principle of his 
and every other system of true religion, the strict Unity of 
Jehovah. When once they had brought themselves to imagine 
His supreme Godhead divided into three persons, and that 
one of these had two natures — ^when they had once conceived 
the "Word " of God, which is God Himself, or the Almighty 
fiat which said "Let there be light and there was light," to 
be Christ, they were prepared to receive any fanciful opinion 
whatever, whether the incarnation, impanation, the literal 
and consubstantial unity of the Father and the Son, the latter 
consisting at the same time of a human soul and himian 
body, or any similar imaginary absurdity. But have we not 
evident proof in the case of the Jews — ^in the expectation of 
a temporal prince in their Messiah, not a King of Israel 
whose kingdom is not of this world — ^that the prophecies may 
be misconstrued even by persons to whom the language in 
which they were delivered was vernacular P Is it therefore 
either impossible or improbable that these prophecies may 
now be misunderstood and the meaning of the evidence mis- 
taken P I cannot look upon those individuals, or any other 
himian authority as infallible guides in the interpretation of 
Scripture, but form my own opinion of what I read therein, 
without allowing myself to be prejudiced by anything that 
man would impose upon me. Does not Christ say of him- 
self, in language plain, intelligible, and which cannot hear two 
constructions, that his Father is greater than he, than allP 
Do not his Apostles, without a single exception, declare him to 
be dependent on the Father for all his mighty powers, great as 
they announce them to be, and lofty as their style is in describ- 
ing them? It is a subject of surprise, no doubt, that disciples of 
the same Master — and Christians of all denominations acknow- 
ledge Jesus Christ as their Lord and Master, and his teach- 
ings their rule of faith — should have so misconstrued those 
teachings, as one or other of them must have done; but it 
ought to be borne in mind that the original converts to 
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Christianity were compoeed of Gentiles as well as Jews, and 
that, far tram glorying with St. Paul in the Cross of Christ, 
both were ashamed of being held up to ridicule as followers 
of a man who had not where to lay his head — as being 
ChristianSy disciples of an individual who had suffered the 
punishment of death as one of the vilest of malefactors. 
The title " Son of God " we know to be equivalent to the 
Messiah or Christ; and that, in spite of Dr. Pye Smith's 
opinion of its including Deity, the term means nothing more 
than the Anointed Messenger of God. (Compare Mat. xxvi. 63, 
Luke xxii. 67-70, John i. 34, 41, 49, Mark xiv. 61-62, and 
Acts viii. 37; see, also, Peter's confession in Matt. xvi. 16, 
and our blessed Saviour's own good confession before Pontius 
Pilate.) But is it to be wondered at, that, with these feelings, 
every possible means should be resorted to, in order to remove 
the stigma thus cast upon themp and that the Gentiles, who 
were accustomed to make deities of their heroes, or others 
whom they regarded worthy of superior honour, should 
take advantage of the title being applied to Christ to deify 
him by changing it into God the Son; and that the Jews, 
who were doubtless horrified at first at giving that glory to 
another, which they had been taught by their lawgiver Moses 
was due to the Almighty Self-Existent alone, should at last 
so far overcome their scruples as to concur in its application 
to their revered Master, further conscious, at the same time, 
that the term God might be, and was, applied to those to 
whom the Word of God cameP Accordingly, we learn from 
Mosheim (vol. i. p. 370), that it was not until upwards of 
three hundred years after Christ's death, or at the Council of 
Nice in Bithynia, in the year three hundred and twenty-five, 
that the Son was declared to be consubstantial, or of the 
same substance or essence, with the Father; and not till the 
Council at Constantinople, in three hundred and eighty-one, 
that the doctrine of three persons in one God, as now received 
by the generality of Christians, was fixed and declared an 
indispensable article of faith. Cudworth refers the present 
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doctrine of the Trinity to the lower date of the fourth Lateran 
Council, under Pope Innocent, in 1215. This supposed ori- 
gin of the doctrine is, of course, hypothetical on my part ; 
but why may not I have my suppositions — ^my may-he^ s — as 
well as others? At aU events it is clear that, whatever the 
cause, diflferences of opinion in the interpretation of Scrip- 
ture have arisen. As it is evident that the nature and es- 
sence of God, or what He is in Himself, is to us utterly 
unknown, the assertion of there being three persons, or some- 
whats, in His One Being is a clear assumption — a mere 
speculative point — a theoretical, a conjectural decision, with- 
out any practical effect as an incentive to virtue; while 
His strict Unity is declared in His own Word, and must be 
admitted by all who acknowledge the superiority of Chris- 
tianity over Paganism,, to have a tendency to influence both 
the heart and conduct, — ^I cannot therefore but adopt the 
latter, or Unitarian interpretation, as more conformable to 
the general plan of Revelation as well as agreeable to right 
reason and the understanding of man. But whatever may 
have been the origin of the doctrine, there is no doubt that 
it was one of the earliest corruptions which found its way 
into our holy religion. Sir Edward Bulwer Lytton refers to 
it in his " Last Days of Pompeii," (though I doubt whether 
it had been thought of at that early period of Christianity,) 
and very justly and correctly remarks (p. 125) — " The doubts 
which spring up in the minds of later reasoners, in the im- 
mensity of the sacrifice of God towards men, were not such 
as to occur to an early heathen. He had been accustomed 
to believe that the gods had lived upon earth, and taken 
upon themselves the forms of men; had shared in human 
passions, in human labours, and in human misfortimes. 
Those who were the deities of heaven had been the law- 
givers and benefactors on earth. It seemed therefore to 
the heathen neither new nor strange that Christ had been 
sent from heaven, that an immortal had endured mortality 
and tasted the bitterness of death." It is by no means sur- 
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prising that, under Buch circumstances, the doctrine should 
have gained admission, and been received by heathens with- 

• out hesitation or repugnance; but it certainly does surprise 
me that the Christian of the present day, with his knowledge 
of the One true and only God, as revealed and declared to 
us by the Son of His love, can be brought to entertain such 
a notion of the Creator of heaven and earth; or that, having 
been blindly taught to admit it in early life, he can hesitate 
an instant, when Scripture evidence is adduced to the con- 
trary, in renouncing it as unscriptural and derogatory to 
the Deity. Who can send the Almighty? ^Vhat is required to 
placate the All-merciful? How can the Father and the Son 
be one, except in their love to the human race? How can 
the Immortal divest Himself of immortality, and taste the 
bitterness of death? 

It is a very just remark of Dr. Newman, — " Much as we 
may wish it, we cannot restrain the cravings of the intellect, 
or silence its clamorous demands for a statement concerning 
the Object of our worship." If Scripture bids us adore One 
Qod, and Immmmt'^mtimmi^lFf^ndcre His Son, our reason at once 
asks whether it does not follow that there are two Gods, and 
a system of doctrine beco?nes unavoidable. The Deity of Christ 
being thus brought about, a reason for his incarnation or 

• appearing among men was called for, and the doctrines of 
" Original Sin," and his djdng for the sins of men, or the 
" Atonement," were the result. The Unitarian, however, is 
taught to know that the Father alone is God to be adored, and 
to view the Son simply as a man, though highly approved of 
Him; and has, in consequence, no occasion to form a theory, 
no necessity to frame a system — a term which to me conveys 
the idea of an assemblage or combination of propositions or 
doctrines at variance with each other, and requiring some 
mental process of subtle reasoning to assimilate them. As 
the only doctrine with him is the simple one of the Unity of 
God, I consider the term irrelevant and misapplied, when I 
hear Unitarianism spoken of as a particular system of religion. 
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"Christian theology," I learn from Dr. Newman, but not 
from Christ himself, " takes the word Substance in a sense of 
its own, such as we have no .example of in things created, 
viz. that of a Being nimierieally One, subsisting in three per- 
sons, so that the word is a predicable or in one sense univer- 
sal, without ceasing to he individtial, and that in this consists 
the mystery of the Holy Trinity." This advocate for that 
doctrine further insists that " Father and Son are both the 
same Qt)d, though really eternally distinct from each other, 
and each is &11 of the other; that is, that their substance 
is one and the same. The Father and Son are numerically 
One Qt)d; so that the Perihoresis, as well as the Somoousion, 
do but assert the individuality of God. That there are two 
Persons in each ineflfably," [that is, in a manner not to be 
expressed,] "each being wholly one and the same Divine 
substance, yet not being merely separate aspects of the same, 
each being God as absolutely as if there were no other Divine 
Person but Himself." Such a statement, indeed, he admits 
" is not only a contradiction in the terms med, but in our ideas : 
yet not therefore a contradiction in fact, imless indeed any 
one will say that himian words can express in one formula, 
or himian thought embrace in one idea, the imknown and 
infinite God." He elsewhere observes, " Trinitarians some- 
times endeavour to escape the difficulties of their creed by 
representing the true conception of a Divine Person as un- 
attainable; but he cannot rest in this, for, to say that in 
the Unity of the Godhead there are three Persons, without 
knowing what is meant by three Persons, is to say he knows 
not what, and this wiU nether satisfy himseK nor other 
people. Besides, it is certain," he goes on to say, "that 
men do attach meaning to the words, though it is alarming 
to trace this thought in its hearing on devotion" " No idea 
he can form of personal attributes, as distinct from essen- 
tial, can assist him in the dilemma, nor can he ascribe 
any sort of c(»nposition to the pure and spiritual nature of 
God, whereby either of the Persons shall be rendered less 
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than God absolute." " The Father is all that is God, He 
is the One, Eternal, Infinite Being, absolutely and wholly. 
And His nature is most simple and free from parts and pas- 
sions. Yet this One Qod is also the Son, and Ife is the One 
Qoi as absolutely and wholly as the Father, yet without 
being the Father." " The Divine nature does not come under 
nimiber, and in that lies the mystery. There is an inde- 
structible essential relation existing in the One indivisible, 
infinitely simple Gbd, such as to constitute Him on one side 
of that relation (what in human language we cuU tico and in 
like manner three) yet without the notion of nimibor really 
coming in — that the unchangeable God is t/iree all at once, 
and that three Peraom" We may presimie, too, tliat in quot- 
ing from the ancient Fathers he intends to give us his own 
opinion as coinciding with theirs, and we may therefore con- 
sider him as declaring that " though he pronounces each of 
the Persons once, he does not, in numbering them up, proceed 
by an unlearned numeration to the notion of a Polytlicist. 
That when God is thrice repeated, and Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost is named, he does not make a plurality. The 
repetition of unities is iteration rather than numeration. 
As if he were to say Son, Son, Son, he should not thereby 
be making three Sons, but only naming one so many times. 
Not, however, that this illustration is to be taken as if God 
were simply one as the Son is one, and plural only in name 
and in thought. No ! This would be Sabellianism, and no 
mystery. His plurality is as real as his unittj, and yet he has 
no plurality, because of his perfect unity. Here is the mys- 
tery. Meason cease thy clamours, I seek not a consistent creed. 
The mystery is attained. I were a Tritheist, were I not a 
Sabellian, I were a Sabellian, were I not a Tritheist, I am 
neither, because I am both. With me as with St. Paul, there is 
One Ood, the Father. And mth me there is another God, the 
Son, who yet is not another, because one and one do not make 

TWO IN THE INCONCEIVABLE NATURE OF GoD." 

I know not, of course, how the author of " Reason, Reve- 
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lation, and Faitli " may be influenced by this rhapsody, for 
I cannot call it reasoning; but to me, I confess, it sounds 
very much like the ravings of one whom, as Festus said of 
Paul, "too much learning had made mad." Candidly I must 
declare, that I never yet have met with any account or at- 
tempted explanation of the Trinitarian doctrine which has 
not been to me perfectly unintelligible or contradictory in 
itself — ^an idle tale or an old wife's fable. Contrast with this 
rhapsody the following clear and Scriptural statement of 
Unitarian Christianity, forming part of a sermon founded 
on Acts X. 36 : — " This view of the Gospel does much towards 
determining the Trinitarian controversy. Peter stated to 
Cornelius the facts which make up Christianity. Now, what 
are the just doctrinal inferences from his statement? Are 
they those of Trinitarianism or of TJnitarianism? There is 
no mention in it of n^ore than One Divine Person; God is 
spoken of in the singular, consequently as an individual 
Being, Person, or Mind; and represented as the sole Foimtain 
of authority, of power, and of felicity. Everything is traced 
to Him as the great Original. It is a narrative; but that 
narrative implies the doctrine of the proper Unity of God. 
The impartiality of God is distinctly announced — ^that great 
and glorious truth, which had been just impressed on the 
Apostle's mind by the extraordinary event which sent him 
to the house of Cornelius, to commence the imion of Gentiles 
with Jews in the knowledge, love, and worship of their com- 
mon God and Father. As to Jesm Christy it refers liis public 
appearance to a Divine mission from a Superior; God sent him; 
it introduces him, not as God, but as the agent of God, who 
preached peace by him; he is Lord and Judge, but to that 
oflice he was ordained of Gt)d; his miracles are traced to a 
Divine anointing with the Holy Spirit; his works are ac- 
counted for by God being tcith him; his resurrection is 
affirmed in the plurase that him God raised up; and, coupling 
these facts with his death, there seems nothing rash in the 
inference of the htimanity of Christ, The Holy Spirit is 
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lidentioned as that with which Christ was anointed, as the 
taiiraciilous principle or energy; this is all concerning it, 
and this is indicative of impersonality, A resurrection and 
judgment are inferences on which I need not dwell, be- 
cause no Christian will dispute them with us. The testi- 
mony to remission of sins in his name, is no testimony to elec- 
tion, reprobation, or satisfaction. The remission of sin is not 
the transfer of punishment, and the name of Christ is autho- 
rity for resting on the free grace of God. The doctrines, 
then, of Unitarian Christianity are here involved in the facts 
as stated by the Apostle; but by no fair process that I can 
perceive, can the opposite tenets of a Trinity, the Supreme 
Deity of Christ, the Personality of the Holy Spirit, or vica- 
rious suffering, be deduced from the narrative. It should, 
therefore, induce us to retain the former as Divine revela- 
tion, and to discard the latter as human invention." 

I have previously remarked that Dr. Wardlaw, in no less than 
three discourses, has endeavoured to prove that Jesus Christ is 
the true God. He takes his text from 1 John v. 20, in which 
he understands the Apostle as declaring that our Saviour is 
God, in the absolute and most imqualified sense of the word. 
The whole passage runs thus: — "And we know that the Son 
of God is come, and hath given us an understanding, that we 
may know him that is true; and we are in him that is true, 
even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, and 
eternal life;" but he selects the latter part only — "Jesus 
Christ. This [or he] is the true God," insisting that such is the 
meaning which every candid reader must give to the verse. 
His principal argument is founded on the existence of a rule 
of grammar, under which he alleges the personal or demon- 
strative pronoun must refer to the immediate antecedent, which 
in this case is Jesus Christ, and not to the more remote one, 
viz. "Him that is true." But Mr. Yates, in his " Vindication 
of Unitarianism," has shown, I think beyond dispute, by a 
reference to the same Apostle (2 Epist. 7), that this rule is 
not always attended to, and cannot be ; indeed, all the learned 
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Doctor's arguments are so ably refuted by Mr. Yates, that it 
would be sufficient for me to refer to the work itself, and 
recommend its perusal. I cannot, however, help observing 
that greater erudition and knowledge of grammar is attri- 
buted by Dr. Wardlaw's argument to the Apostle, than the 
son of a Gallilean fisherman may be presimied to have pos- 
sessed; and it appears to me more probable that neither 
he nor those to whom the Epistle was addressed, were even 
aware that such a rule existed. The chief object of the 
Epistle being throughout an allusion to the Father y whom the 
Son had given them an understanding to know, what the 
Apostle said would naturally be applied to " Him,'* although 
the remotest antecedent. If the title God be ever applied to 
Christ in the New Testament, which I cannot discover it to 
be (for I do not understand the phrase " the Word was God" 
to signify Christ), it must be in the inferior sense in which, 
according to our Saviour himself, the title is appKed to pro- 
phets and messengers of God (John x. 35), and not in the ab- 
solute sense given it by Dr. Wardlaw. I also think that John, 
who had previously recorded a prayer of his Master's, in which 
the Father is solemnly addressed as the only true God, and that 
to know him as such, and Jesus Christ as sent by Him, is 
eternal life (John xvii. 3), could not have run so completely 
counter to the assertion as to give that title to another. It 
further strikes me most forcibly, indeed I am fully convinced, 
that, had he ever entertained such an idea, and been under- 
stood as Dr. Wardlaw would have us understand him, he 
would have been put to death for blasphemy as that Master 
had been before him, for simply declaring himself the Son of 
God; for, be it remembered that though converts to Christi- 
anity, the persons addressed were Jews who like himseK had 
been taught by Moses to recognise Jehovah alone as the only 
true Oody and it is well known that the Jewish converts con- 
tinued to maintain the unrivalled majesty and unequalled 
supremacy of the Most High for centuries after the death of 
Christ. When St. John tells us that " the Word was made 
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fleflh/' I consider the expression exactly similar to that of 
St. Paul, " Gfod [if that word is used by him] was manifest 
in the flesh'' (1 Tim. iii. 16); meaning that the effectual 
fi"*firgy> sovereign power, and wisdom of the Almighty were 
as conspicuously displayed in the man ^^ Jesus of Nazareth '' 
and the mighty works performed by him, as they were in the 
creation of the world; and that in both were clearly seen His 
etemal power and Godhead (Rom. i. 20). There is no more 
reason to consider " the Word'' a real person, distinct from 
Qod Himself, than His wisdom, which is personified by Solo- 
mon (Prov. viii. 1). The only Potentate — ^the King of kings — 
who only hath immortality, no man hath seen or can see. 
With these impressions, I cannot but differ from the reverend 
gentleman in opinion, and agree with his opponent; it is the 
Father and not Jesus of Nazareth who is here pointed out in 
1 John V. 20 as the true God. Surely no one previously un- 
acquainted with the doctrine of the Trinity — and the Chris- 
tians, certainly, in the time of John knew nothing of it — 
would ever have dreamed of putting any other construction 
on his words than that held now by Unitarians. 

It is a grievous error to tax aU Unitarians, as Mr. East 
does in his work "On the Deity of Christ," with looking 
" upon our Saviour as a mere many frail and peccable." They 
do no such thing: many of the denomination consider him, 
as to his nature, simply as one of the himian race, and neither 
a super-angeUc being, nor God HimseK incarnate; and as 
Mr. East himself remarks, that, " if when the sacred writers 
adduced evidence to prove him a man, they had at the same 
time asserted that he was nothing more than a man, they 
would have settled the question of his perfect humanity ^^^ I 
would ask, do they not in reality do so by recording his having 
been bom of a woman, his human feelings and sufferings, 
his agonising death and burial, his glorious resurrection and 
ascension to his Father and our Father, to his God and our 
GodP Indeed, I know not how they could have asserted 
" perfect humanity" more strongly. Though, however, they 
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look upon Jesus as a real man, possessing both human soul 
and human body, they regard him as the greatest of all the 
prophets, the Messiah, or " Son of God, declared to be so by 
the resurrection from the dead, the Holy One whom God 
would not suffer to see corruption." Although they see in 
him a creature like his brethren, frail as to his nature and 
peccable, it is because they believe that " he was tempted in 
all points like as we are," and yet was without sin, and as 
liable to temptation, resisting it and evil and triumphing 
over its power. It is this freedom from sin which the Uni- 
tarian deems one of Christ's greatest merits, for had he been 
impeccable, consequently not liable to err, where would have 
been the excellence deserving reward? It is this invincible 
resistance to temptation which marks his great superiority, 
and points him out as an example for our imitation. Although 
I would judge no man's servant, and therefore will not take 
upon me to say that this example is more strictly attended 
to and followed by the Unitarian, as Mr. East thinks it ought 
to be, yet, as men of both persuasions look to him as their 
standard of human excellence, any failure or defect on either 
side should be attributed to the individual defaulter rather 
than to what is termed the system or mode of interpreting 
Scripture. I believe most firmly that the witnesses did 
really say aU they are stated to have said concerning Christ, 
and that their statements are true (see Preface to Mr. East's 
" Deity of Christ," p. 14) ; but, at the same time, I entirely 
acquit them of all design or intention to raise the question of 
his Deity. I further hold, that, far from defeating the pur- 
pose of our Creator in his ntiission, he has faithfully dis- 
charged, finished, and been glorified, for the work which his 
Father gave him to do, and that he has exhibited in himself 
a sufficient model for us to follow his steps, as far as the 
greater frailty of our nature will permit. He has shown us 
what is in man, what we can and ought to be, and what is in 
the power of all to become, in the endeavour to be perfect as 
God is perfect; for, as Mr. Cardale observ^es — in his "True 
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Doctrine of the New Testament," p. 249 — " though his pro- 
pensities and dispositions were regular and well governed, 
they were all natural," and it will follow that the same faith 
will enable us to control and sanctify our inclinations like- 
wise. I have no hesitation in asserting, that however it may 
fail in any individual instance in doing so, as every other 
system of Christianity has, the tendency of UnitaiHanism is 
towards an exact conformity to the entire will of God, as 
contained in the Old and New Testaments. Of himself, Christ 
even affirmed that he could do nothing; and there can be no 
doubt that our Heavenly Father will give the Holy Spirit, 
by which he was influenced, to them who ask Him (Luke 
xi. 13). 

Mr. East, who dedicates his work to Dr. Pye Smith, and 
who evidently looks upon him and Dr. Wardlaw as per- 
fect models of Trinitarian divines, proposes the question, — 
"Are not the learned advocates of our Lord's divinity 
[Deity] as capable of forming a judgment of the intentional 
meaning of the Scripture witnesses, who have testified of 
Christ, as the most learned of their opponents?" No one, 
I should say, could possibly deny the fact; but supposing 
them even superior in intellect, which I will not admit 
(though I am willing to acknowledge their ingenuity and 
argumentative powers), does not daily experience teach us 
that prejudice and prepossession in favour of a long-cherished 
theory tend essentially to weaken and pervert the judgment? 
I think we need not go further than the worthy gentleman 
himself for a proof of this, since, in his zeal for the Godhead 
of Christ (whether such zeal is according to knowledge or 
not I pretend not to say), he insists that even the words in 
which Christ has taught us to pray, are insufficient to prove 
that he is not one with the Father, God. The reason as- 
signed is, that he never admitted his own need of forgiveness 
by uniting with them in offering up these petitions — ("Deity 
of Christ," p. 329) ; he merely dictated the language " which 
it was proper for them to employ, not enqyloyhig it himself as 
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adapted to his own condition; implying, no doubt, that he 
was prevented by the consciousness of his own equality with 
the Father whom they were to address/* But this is an 
insinuation against our Lord^s honesty and freedom from all 
guile, of which I should never have dreamed, and certainly 
should never have expected to have been urged by a teacher 
of Christianity, a minister of Christ's Word. It is a species 
of Jesuitical sophistry, for which our Saviour denounces the 
scribes and Pharisees as hypocrites, and warns his disciples 
against their teaching, "for they say and do not" (Matt. 
xxiii. 2, 3), Does he not instruct his disciples, when they 
pray, to enter into their closet and shut the door, and pray 
to the " Father which is in secret " P Does he not himself 
retire into the wilderness or desert places apart for the same 
purpose P Does not the very act of prayer denote his having 
a Stiperior, to whom he looks up for support and guidance ? 
Was not God in all his thoughts? Was it not, as Archbishop 
Newcome says, " the whole bent of his mind, his meat and 
drink, to do the wiU of TTitti who sent him, to finish his 
course, and to glorify, not himself, but his Father who is in 
heaven" P Although we never hear of his joining in what 
is properly called the Lord's Prayer, we may gather the sub- 
ject and object of his own prayers as being similar, from the 
various instances recorded (Luke x. 21; xxii. 42; John xii. 
28, xvii. 17). I confess that it is with no small astonish- 
ment that I find this circumstance, attendant on Christ's 
giving the Lord's Prayer, adduced as an argument for his 
Deity. I have a better opinion of our Lord than this would 
sanction, and believe I honour him more by insisting that 
he was no Pharisee and without guile, and has set us a more 
praiseworthy example than such double-dealing would evince. 
The Unitarian, perfectly free from aU bias of prejudice or 
worldly conformity, founds his opinion solely on the evi- 
dence before him; and while he acknowledges the witnesses 
as able ministers of God's Word, does not fail to recollect 
that their ministration is of the spirit, that they are minis- 
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ters " not of the letter, but of the spirit: for the letter killeth, 
bat the epiiit giveth life" (2 Cor. iii. 6). I would, more- 
over, notioe what Mr. East has omitted to mention, viz. that 
many individuals, and those not the least learned, such as 
Miltan, Whitby, Locke, Newton, Priestley, Lindsey, Evan- 
son, with numerous others equally eminent for scholarship 
and strength of intellect, did subsequently, and after more 
diUgent inquiry and examination, discover their error, and 
being convinced that those things which they once judged 
to be light were tax other¥rise, and full of gross absurdities 
and contradictions, honestly retracted, and made known to the 
world their change of sentiment. — (See the " Last Thoughts 
on the Trinity*' of Milton and Dr. Whitby, also the works of 
Newton, Locke, Priestley, Lindsey, and Evanson.) 

I am aware that there are many very worthy and truly 
pious individuals who, misled by the doctrine of Original 
Sin impressed on them from childhood, and the consequent 
necessity of an infinite satisfaction by the sacrifice of God 
Himself in our stead, are of opinion that unless Christ were 
God as well as man, or God- man — a middle person — differing 
and superior in nature to mortal man, he could not have been 
a Mediator between God and men; but I would suggest that 
the term is applicable to any one who manages or transacts 
between parties with a view to reconcile them. The object 
of Christ's mediation is not to reconcile God to us, but us to 
God. The term is literally applied to Moses, and virtually 
to Abraham, on whose intercession with God, Sodom would 
have been spared could ten righteous men have been found 
therein. As neither of those were ever supposed to be 
other than man, why must Christ be so in order to render 
him a Mediator? The author of "Reason, Revelation, and 
Faith" observes of Melchisedec (p. 131), that " it or he must 
be something partaking of the nature of God and man is 
evident from his being a priest or a mediator." But I 
must remark that he is mistaken in construing " priest" as 
synonymous with " mediator." The title of priest is simply 
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allusive of office, and very different from that of mediator, 
Aaron and the tribe of Levi were dedicated by the will of the 
Almighty to the priesthood, but Moses was appointed medi- 
ator and leader of the people, and from him both they and 
Aaron received the law. In like manner God selected our 
blessed Saviour, though of the tribe of Judah, to be the 
Mediator of a better covenant, that of the Gospel of grace, or 
reconciliation to all mankind. " For," as the Baptist says, "the 
law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus 
Christ" (John i. 17). In no part of the New Testament, 
except in the Epistle to the Hebrews, is Christ ever styled 
a priest; and we may presume that it is there used by the 
Apostle in a purely metaphorical or figurative sense, denot- 
ing the superior nature of his ministration over that of the 
ancient priesthood, which, as far as concerned all rites and 
ceremonies, he hath altogether abolished, being himself our 
only Lawgiver, Mediator, Sigh Priest, and Author of Eternal 
Salvation ; but then, that is since his ascension, and not while 
in the flesh. I would likewise observe that St. Peter declares 
all Christians to be " partakers of the Divine nature" (2 Pet. 
i. 4). This is as strong an expression or stronger than any 
I find used in reference to Christ, and from which people iQfer 
his Deity. The term Mediator is now, indeed, appropriated to 
Jesus of Nazareth, as he has saved us from the consequences 
of sin, not by undergoing the punishment himself, but by 
the clearer communication of God's will to sinful man, 
thereby creating him, as it were anew, in righteousness and 
true holiness. In that sense the term, no doubt, is proper 
and fitting; but that was not the original signification, and 
in the Sacred Writings nothing more was intended than an 
allusion to the instrument employed by God — ^His medium of 
conveying to frail man the means of deliverance, forgiveness, 
or iQstruction. I am satisfied it is in that sense only it is 
applied to Christ, when he is styled the Mediator of a better 
covenant, alluding to the law of Moimt Sinai, "which en- 
gendereth bondage," and of which Moses was the mediator; 
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and I cannot perceive how his Qodhead can in any way be 
rightly and Scripturally deduced from the application to 
him of that designation. " It is God that jnstifieth" (Rom. 
viii33). 

I am aware also that the epithet " Son of God," as applied 
to Christ, conveys to many an indefinite and indistinct notion 
of some ine&ble aflBnity existing between him and the Al- 
mighty, altogether inconsistent and incompatible with the 
idea of his simple humanity. But when it is considered that 
the same appellation was used to denote the Israelites of old, 
and that Christians, " led by the spirit of God,'' are now 
honoured by the same designation, — that the Apostle John 
says distinctly (1 John iii. 1, 2), " Behold what manner of love 
the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called 
the sons of God: " — " Beloved, now are we the sons of God; 
and it doth not yet appear what we shall be," — ^I cannot see 
any ground for understanding the title with regard to Christ 
in a different way from the same expression as applied to his 
£dthfrd followers, who are of the same mind with him, and 
whom he is not ashamed to call his brethren (Heb. ii. 11). 

Belief in Christ is the imiversal doctrine and requisition of 
Scripture; but the phrase bears different constructions, ac- 
cording to the mode of exposition adopted by either party. 
The Trinitarian considers it to mean that Christ is God Him- 
self incarnate, and to be worshipped as such. The Unitarian, 
on the contrary, looking upon him as a highly approved 
creature, believes in him as the Messiah, God's Messenger, 
and sent by TTim for the salvation of his brother man. In 
short, that as we are called upon to worship God, so we are 
also called upon to believe that Christ was sent of God, and to 
evince our honour of the Father by honouring His Messen- 
ger and obeying his injunctions, in like manner as the 
Israelites of old feared the Lord and believed the Lord and 
His servant Moses (Ex. xiv. 31). By his remarks in p. 97, 
the Civilian evidently construes believing in Christ to intend 
faith in his Atonement, according to the tenets of the Church 
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of England; and refers to Romans x. 6, in order to prove that 
such is the opinion also of the Apostle Paul, from his com- 
ments on Deut. xxx. 12, 13, agreeably to which he would 
argue, that such Atonement was complete, and of avail to 
both Jew and Gentile in Moses' time. But it appears to 
me that the Apostle, whose authority nobody will dispute, in 
adding to the quotations from Deuteronomy the explanations 
"to bring down Christ from above," and "to bring up 
Christ from the dead,*' uses the word " Christ " figuratively, 
and implies his doctrine — ^the will of God declared to us by 
Jesus Christ, as it had before been to the Jews by their pro- 
phet Moses— that word of faith which he and his fellow- 
labourers preached without any allusion or view to the 
Atonement at all; which word of faith is fully declared in 
the 9th verse, " That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth 
the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that God hath 
raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved." The whole 
passage is but synonymous with what our Lord says in Luke 
xvii. 21, " the kingdom of God is within you ;" or, as 
Moses expressed it, " the word is very nigh unto thee, in thy 
mouth, and in thy heart, that thou mayest do it." What the 
Apostle here designates as " the end of the law for righte- 
ousness to every one that believeth," and "the word of 
faith," is that which our blessed Saviour declares to be the 
" kingdom of God," thus clearly demonstrating to my mind 
that believing in Christ is believing in the Gospel, and that 
such belief, without faith in the Atonement or other doctrines 
of the Church of England, is quite sufficient to gain us admis- 
sion to the kingdom of heaven. Surely it may be inferred 
from this that the phrase " ascended up to heaven," as used 
by our Saviour in John iii. 13 — " And no man hath ascended 
up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the 
Son of man which is in heaven" — ^must, or at least may be, 
understood figuratively, meaning only that he (our Saviour) 
had as intimate a knowledge of the will and intentions of 
God as if he had literally gone to heaven. His dwelling- 
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place, to learn them from Him. In like manner, descending 
from heaven may mean no more than that his doctrine, like 
the baptism of John, was from heaven and not of men; and 
thus, that it is evident the passage in question affords no 
support, as it is asserted to do, to the doctrine of Christ's 
Supreme Deity. 

There cannot be a doubt that if we love one another, " God, 
who is love, dwelleth in us and we in Him;" but I think the 
Civilian mistakes the Apostle's meaning in the phrase, " in 
him we live and move and have our being, " when, in page 
140, he urges its converse in proof or illustration of the fact 
that " God is in us," since it strikes me that the Apostle's in- 
tention is merely to declare that we are totally dependent on 
God (as Christ admits himself to have been) for life and all 
our powers; and no one, I presume, will think of affirming 
that Se is dependent on us for anything. It is universally 
admitted, I fancy, that we ought not to receive as an article 
of faith any proposition or doctrine which is contrary to 
reason; but witK regard to the Trinity, it is urged in excuse 
for beKeving it, that although it is acknowledged to be above 
reason, it cannot (and on that very account) be proved to be 
contrary to it, and that, as Dr. Wardlaw insists, it may be 
the former without being the latter; but if our Saviour's 
saying, as quoted by the Civilian in page 141, has any re- 
ference, as he supposes, to that gift of God in us, is it not de- 
cisive that in his (Christ's) opinion at least, reason not being 
for must be against us? or, in other words, that the doctrine 
not being comprehensible by reason must be held contrary 
to it P At aU events, can it be denied that the self-same cir- 
cumstance by which the Unitarian is prevented from proving 
it contrary to reason, will operate in debarring the Trinita- 
rian from proving it to be consonant mth or nx>t contrary to 
reason? 

I cannot venture to determine confidently on the Civilian's 
opinion of belief, whether it is voluntary or totally indepen- 
dent of the will; for, in page 6, he has the following observa- 
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tion: — " Whatever a man knows to be impossible, lie will not 
and does not believe on any amoimt of testimony. He may, 
indeed, assent verbally, conform outwardly, nay, even pursue 
to death those who do not so assent and conform, but he does 
not believe inwardly. He may, indeed, resist his own inward 
belief, and so choke it as all but to destroy it. His con- 
science (what he knows to himself), his interior knowledge, 
may be seared as with a hot iron, callous as cauterised flesh, 
impassable to light as the cataracted eye.'' Again, page 
142: — "Belief is the assent and agreement of faith, and 
reason the inwardmost faculty or quality of man with what 
is propounded; it is the union of what is termed the subjec- 
tive and objective in man's mind. That the will can force 
the assent of the tongue is true ; it can also smother or stifle 
for a time the voice of reason or faith, and turning the latter 
into credence and so making a merit of faith, it may create 
God into a Moloch, and constitute man himself the priest of 
such a God, to whom he may offer first himself, and then, 
as a matter of logical duty, the souls and bodies of his fellow- 
men." From these quotations I should be inclined to sup- 
pose that he considered it as altogether independent of the 
will; but in another place (p. 101) I find him thus arguing: 
— " Now, in answer to all this, it may be simply asked, is be- 
Ueving not doing anything? Is it not an act of the will? Is 
it not a very high act of the will, if not the highest? Most 
assuredly it is. To tell us, therefore, that to receive this par- 
don we are not required to do anything but only to believe, 
is the grossest deed of treachery to the human understanding. 
It is the most foolish play upon words, it is pitiable self- 
deceit." This would lead me to the contrary opinion, that he 
deems it in reality an act of the will, consequently voluntary, 
so that I am at a loss to decide what is his actual persuasion 
on the subject. For my own part, I have no hesitation in 
declaring that, to my mind, it is not in man's power or choice 
to believe as he will, for I myself had every inducement ta 
believe, or, I should rather-wgr, to continue in the belief of the 
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Trinity — ^that being the faith of all connected with me — and 
I certainly had every wish to do so, but an impartial search 
of the Scriptures, and further consideration and reflection, 
haying convinced me of its irrationality and unscriptural- 
ness, I foimd it impossible. A change in my opinion, of 
course, took place; and if the Civilian, with his present 
sentiments on the subject of "original sin" and " exclusive 
salvation," will endeavour to believe these doctrines, he will 
find it utterly out of his power, but should further inquiry 
tend to alter the conviction of his mind, a change of senti- 
ment will be as obligatory on him as it was on me. It is the 
fidse notion that belief is subservient to the will, consequently 
that continuance in supposed error is nothing else than per- 
verse obstinacy, which has caused aU the atrocities by which 
our holy religion has been disfigured. Where could the 
Inquisition itself find a better apology for her persecuting 
spirit and persevering cruelty? 

I cannot concur with the Civilian (pp. 43, 53) that John 
the Baptist, by the expression "he was before me," in- 
tended that Christ was in or had " entered into man," be- 
fore he (the Baptist) appeared; but believe his sole meaning 
to have been, that Jesus of Nazareth, though unrecognised as 
such by the Jews, who comprehended it not, was a Prophet 
superior to himself, and, indeed, that Prophet who had been 
the focus and centre of all prophecy, and whose immediate 
advent he had been sent to announce, by preaching that 
the kingdom of heaven was at hand. Nor do I subscribe 
to (indeed I cannot understand them) his reasonings as ad- 
vanced in page 160 and Appendix A. It must be owned, as 
St. Peter says, that in Paul's Epistles " there are many things 
hard to be understood," and there is no wonder, then, if I 
fail in interpreting them properly; but it appears to me, that 
in alluding to the laWy he refers at different times, first to the 
principles of natural reason, or the law of nature written on 
man's heart; secondly, to the law of Moses — ^both to the rites 
and ceremonies required by him for the observance of the 
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Jews; and thirdly, to the law of Christ, or the same law 
fulfilled or more fully and clearly explained and exemplified; 
and that when he says, "I was alive without the law once," 
he means the latter, or the law of Christ. Notwithstanding 
the Civilian's opinion, that it is opposed to the whole of his 
reasoning, I understand him as intending, that until his con- 
version he was guiltless in his oppression and persecution of 
the Christians, inasmuch as he did it, not only in ignorance 
but in the actual belief that he was thereby doing God ser- 
vice. What is committed in ignorance cannot be sin, which 
is a wilful breach of the law: sin is a voluntary act not of 
our nature but of our wiU. A similar plea was urged by our 
blessed and merciful Saviour, in his last prayer in behalf of 
his murderers, "Father, forgive them, for they know not 
what they do ;** and had his crucifixion been brought about 
by ignorance, or even mistaken zeal, we can have no doubt the 
prayer would have been answered. But He who had a perfect 
knowledge of the secrets of aU hearts was aware that His Son's 
death was more the effect of malice and prejudice than of 
pure ignorance on the part of his enemies ; and the dispersion 
of the Jews to this day is a convincing proof of their criminal 
motive. They were a stiff-necked, perverse, untoward gene- 
ration — "men of corrupt minds" who had eyes but would 
not see, and ears but they would not hear, neither would 
they understand, and they would not be warned to flee from 
the wrath to come. In Gtal. ii. 18-20, again, he is evidently 
referring to the Mosaic ritual, which he had declared to have 
been abolished by Christ, and if he now enjoined its obser- 
vance he was figuratively building up the things he had 
destroyed. He had taught that man is not justified by the 
works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ; that " in 
Jesus Christ neither circumcision nor uncircumcision availeth 
anything, but faith that worketh by love;" and, consequently, 
that if he now enforced the ceremonial, it would be frustrating 
the grace of God, as denying that the doctrine of Christ 
crucified i& sufficient for salvation. In Gal. v. 8, in opposition 
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to the OiYilian (p. 169), I understand, with Locke, Doddridge, 
and other Annotators, that the Apostle speaks of himself as 
the caller^ for surely he could never intend to allude to Christ, 
he being the person into whose grace they were called. There 
are many other comments of the Civilian, on other portions 
of the Scripture, in which I am also constrained to differ^ 
but to which, as foreign to the subject of these Remarks, it 
is unnecessary to refer. 

There is, however, one, which I cannot allow to pass al- 
together without notice, and as on this my opinion is not 
only at variance with his, but is likewise opposed to that of 
Annotators generally, I must be pardoned for being rather 
diffuse in detailing the grounds on which it is founded. I 
allude to Rom. iv. 26. The Civilian, in page 157, renders 
the last clause — " He was raised again in testimony of our 
i^iquittaly^ thus construing " for " as meaning " in proof of," 
and "justification" "acquittaL" He observes, that " as the 
death of Christ had no tendency to produce the offences for 
which he was deKvered," " our justification [or acquittal] 
for which Christ rose must be something which, in the order 
of things, led to our Redeemer's resurrection. The original 
words are without ambiguity, and clearly represent our 
Lord's resurrection as an event which took place in conse- 
quence of man's justification, in the same manner as his 
death took place in consequence of man's sins." Although 
judicial acquittal may be occasioned, either from positive 
proof of innocence, or from the charge not being legally 
proven, yet, as it also involves absolution, or freedom from 
punishment, the term acquittal may be employed, in this 
instance, as the synonyme of justification. As one meaning 
of the preposition "for" is certainly "in proof" or "in con- 
sequence of," he may be fiilly warranted in construing the 
passage as he does. On this word "justification" the Civilian, 
however, is clearly of the same opinion as myself, for he 
says, in page 168, — " I have here used acquittal in order to 
avoid the difficulties which are raised as to justification.^^ 
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And, again, in the following page, — " ^y justify j they clearly 
intended make jmt, and, though for a moment we indulge 
the insistence that bixaicam means only judicial acquittal, we 
cannot, with any reason, stop at that point, but are soon 
compelled to allow that a positive good gift must have been 
granted to all men, as well as the mere acquittal or negation 
of punishment." But I am at a loss exactly to understand 
whether he would have us attribute the resurrection of Christ 
to our justification, or vice versa; and I am obliged to diflfer 
from him in either way, thinking, as I do, that they have 
no connection whatever the one with the other. Remission 
of sins, which is the same as justification, is universally 
coupled with repentance; but, in no part of Scripture that 
I can discover, is it ever made dependent on Christ's re- 
surrection. The Civilian refers to 1 Cor. xv. 17 (as does 
also Locke), evidently with a view to prove that our justifi- 
cation is occasioned by Christ's resurrection, "if Christ be 
not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins;" and, 
although it may be considered the height of presumption 
in an unlearned individual like myself to hold an opinion 
differing from such authority as Locke's, I am constrained to 
observe that my construction of that text is different, and that 
the Apostle appears to me to use the words with reference 
to his own evidence and that of his fellow- workers, and not 
€U3 having anything to do with our justification. They had 
preached Christ and the resurrection, in proof of his being 
the long looked-for Messiah — the desire of all nations — ^he 
who was to come — ^the Saviour of the world; and he implies, 
or rather declares, that had not the latter taken place, they 
would be proved felse witnesses, their followers would have 
been deceived, and trusted for the remission of their sins to a 
cunningly devised fable; their faith would have been vain, 
and they would have been yet in their sins, as their alleged 
pardon through Jesus Christ would have been without foim- 
dation. Such is my construction of that text, and, though it 
may be erroneous, yet, it being my own thorough conviction, 
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I feel myself warranted in considering the passage inadequate, 
and insujficient for the purpose for which it is adduced by 
the Civilian. I perfectly agree with Locke, that Christ was 
raised to ascertain to us, that is, to assure us of eternal life, 
and t/Mi an eternal life of happiness is the retcard of righteous- 
ness; but I do not believe that Christ's resurrection or our own 
is the cause of such righteousness being imputed to us, and 
that we are thereby justified. 

The Civilian remarks, in page 158,— -"By the resurrec- 
tion having been made known to man, testimony to man^s 
acquittal has been aflforded." " It is the fact which causes 
the acquittal, and not the knowledge of tte fact. It is a 
fact, as Bishop Horsley well observes, totally distinct from 
final salvation." And here I am again obliged to record 
my dissent; for it seems to me, on the contrary, that it is 
the knowledge of, and unhesitating belief in, the event, and 
not the event itself, which occasions our justification; for 
the Apostle tells us that it is " by faith we are saved." " If 
thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt 
believe in thy heart that God hath raised him from the dead, 
thou shalt be saved." In despite, therefore, of the high 
authority of Bishop Horsley, I am convinced that justifica- 
tion and final sahation are in Scripture synonymous and 
transferable terms. Christ's resurrection is a pledge and token 
of our own, no doubt; for we are assured that "He who 
raised up Jesus Christ, will raise us also by the same power." 
Life and immortality have been brought to Kght by the 
Gospel, and we 'iiow know that as it is appointed unto aU 
men once to die, so it is likewise appointed to them aU to 
rise again; -but " after that cometh the judgment, when we 
must all appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, and give 
an account of ourselves to God," who will "render unto 
every man according to the deeds done in the body, whether 
they be good or whether they be evil." Our destiny, there- 
fore, will not be decided until that awftd day, whether for 
condemnation or acquittal, and, consequently, the resurrec- 
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tion of Christ can afford no proof of the latter. The Civilian 
(p. 20), arguing on the snbj^t of Original Sin, very justly 
remarks, — " Why," asks Archbishop Whately, " should St. 
Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans, have taken so much 
trouble to show that all men are rightly under condemna- 
tion as sinners, each for himself — ^if he could have cut the 
argument short — ^by saying that they are [not were] all under 
condemnation rightly /or the sin of Adam? ^^ And, in like- 
manner, I would ask, with reference to Matt. xxv. 31-44, 
how it happens that, if the resurrection of Christ, or his 
merits (which is also the Trinitarian bejief), are a suflGlcient 
ground of justification, they were not urged as a plea for 
remission of punishment by those placed on the left hand 
on the Day of Judgment P 

The only possible ground for supposing the resurrection of 
Christ to have any effect towards our justification, is the idea 
of Archbishop Newcome, who says, — '* Here, as in 1 Pet. i. 
3, iii. 21, the great fact of Christ's resurrection is put for 
the whole of what he did,^* and we know that we are justified 
through him; but I coincide in opinion with the late Mr. 
Belsham (though the literal meaning, as given by the Civi- 
lian, wiU not bear me out in the construction), that " Christ 
was raised again, — that hj faith in his resurrection we might 
be partakers of the covenant of which his blood was the seal, 
and might be as completely entitled to those privileges as if 
we had acquired them by the most meritorious and unde- 
viating obedience." Here, again, it is belief in the fact, not 
the fact itself, which is the ground of justification. There- 
fore it appears to me that the Apostle's meaning in the pas- 
sage under consideration is generally misunderstood. While 
I view the resurrection as the commencement of Chrisfs glory ^ 
the glory he had with the Father before the world was, and 
for which he prayed after having finished the work which 
his Father had given him to do, and that it was a perfect 
pledge of our own, he being " the first firuits of them that 
slept," I cannot look upon it as in any way the cause or 
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origin of our justification; and as the word itself is ambigu- 
QfUBf and may mean either our pardon by the mercy of the 
Sapreme Judge, or our vindication in the eyes of man, I 
venture to suggest that it is in the latter sense in which it is 
used by the Apostle. In that case, the passage may be thus 
paraphrased — ^the first clause affording evidence to the simple 
humanity of Christ, and the latter of his being also the 
Messiah: — "Under the law of Moses we are all sinners, both 
Jews and Gentiles, and it was to save us from the wages or 
punishment of xmrepented sin, that Jesus Christ was raised 
up as a horn of salvation, that all who should believe on 
him and hear his Word, should not perish but have ever- 
lasting life. It is a faithful saying, and worthy of all ac- 
ceptation, that Jesus Christ came to save sinners, not by 
undergoing punishment in our stead, but by communicating 
religious and moral instruction, by sanctifying the heart and 
renewing a right spirit within us, or, as he himself expresses 
it, he came * to call, not the righteous, but sinners to repen- 
tance.' He who knew no sin was made sin, i.e. punished as 
a sinner, that we might be made t/ie righteousness of God in 
him, /. e. that we might receive the reward of righteoimiess. 
It was in this embassy of love that he rendered himself ob- 
noxious to the malice of his enemies; was by them made over 
to the ruling power, as a malefactor who, according to their 
law, was deserving of death; was by it insulted, scoffed at, and, 
after a mock trial, crucified, — and he may therefore figura- 
tively, though with the greatest propriety, be said to have 
been delivered for, or in consequence of, our offences; but he 
was raised again for, or with a view to, our justification, that 
we might be vindicated in the eyes of unbelievers for putting 
our trust in him as the Son of God, which he was proved to 
be by the resurrection, of which, as Peter says, ' we were 
eye-witnesses, and did eat and drink with him after he rose 
from the dead.' '' 

I am induced to submit this exposition for whatever con- 
sideration it may deserve, by an anxious desire to exonerate 
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the Oracles of God from the most distant appearance of in- 
consistency or want of agreement; and being conscious, at 
the same time, that I am thereby in no degree derogating 
from the infinite wisdom and mercy of God our Saviour (1 Tim. 
i. 1) in the wonderftd scheme of our redemption, or lessening 
in any way our sense of obligation to the blessed Mediator 
through whom, as His instrument, it has been effected. 

The strict Unity of Jehovah is, to say the very least, as 
much the doctrine of Scripture as that of the Deity of Christ 
and the Personality of the Holy Ghost; indeed, all denomi- 
nations of Christians believe in that Unity, and confess that 
there are not three Gods, but One God. We deny that in 
this One God, there is more than one Person. The Trinitarian 
insists that there are three; and although he, at the same 
time, acknowledges his ignorance in what consists the dis- 
tinction of Persons — ^that it is a hidden secret of God — a 
mystery into which he is forbidden even to attempt to pry, 
yet asserts, on the assumed authority of Scripture, that a dis- 
tinction of Persons in the Deity does exist It is the literal 
authority of Holy Writ that we request to have pointed out 
to us, to warrant our believing what certainly passeth our 
understanding, but which, on such authority, we should not 
hesitate to do, though we cannot otherwise place our faith 
in what is apparently so inconsistent and contrary to that 
reason which is the choicest gift of God to man — ^we cannot 
believe a proposition which that reason positively decides 
against. We do believe, and for this we have the authority 
of the Inspired Writings, that God is One, and we therefore 
instantly reject the idea of his being Three — Qod the Father, 
God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost; because the two 
notions are incompatible and destructive of each other. We 
cannot entertain both at the same time. To believe God the 
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost, all-equal and 
co-eternal, to be other than three Gods, is not only an incon- 
sistency above our comprehension, but a direct contradiction 
of which we do distinctly comprehend the absurdity. There 
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aie few attribntes in which our enperiority over the rest ot 
the ftTiiTHftl creation is more apparent than in our apprehen- 
8i<m of number. Surely it will never be denied that wie and 
anciher are two; and if there be another or two other Gods 
(whatever the nature of God may be), there must be two or 
more Gk>d8. God is a Person, £md Christ is the image of that 
PersoUy yet stiU the Person is but One. 

Every denomination of Christians, whether Roman CathoKc, 
Protestant members of the Established Church, or Dissenters, 
agree in believing our Saviour to have been the Messiah, and 
looking to him as the Author and Finisher of our faith, our 
sole authorised and infallible Gxiide and Exemplar; and accor- 
dingly our Bible now comprises both the Old and New Testa- 
ments; but it was formerly otherwise. When our Lord referred 
the Jews to their own Scriptures, as testifying of him, he, 
of course, only alluded to the former; and it is, therefore, 
incumbent on us to acquaint ourselves with the testimony 
it affords to his nature, and how far that testimony has been 
verified in him. Whatever it be, it must of course be pro- 
phetical and anticipative; and accordingly St. Peter, in his 
Epistle to those who had obtained like faith with himself, 
thus exhorts them, — " We have also a more sure word of 
prophecy; whereunto ye do well that ye take heed, as unto 
a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day dawn, 
and the day-star arise in your hearts'* (2 Pet. i. 19). In 
perusing the Old Testament, then, it is obvious that the 
promised Messiah — the desire of all nations — ^was to be a 
man, a lineal descendant of the patriarchs and David — a 
prophet to be raised up, from amidst the tribes of Israel, like 
unto their lawgiver Moses, through whom the Lord was to 
comfort Zion, and all the nations of the earth were to be 
blessed; and we Christians beKeve that the some has been 
brought to pass in the advent of Jesus of Nazareth. Th^ 
only accounts we have of the generation of Jesus Christ are 
those in Matthew and Luke; the former giving us a record 
of his descent in a direct line from Abraham; and the latter, 
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tracing the line to GKxl — both through Joseph. These two 
acootints differ from each other, even as to the £Either of 
Joseph — the one calling him Jacobs the other Heli — as well 
as in many other respects, which may occasion suspicion as 
to the accuracy of both; bnt I am inclined to restrict my 
objection to their genuineness, to the doubt which both are 
made to throw on the actual paternity of Joseph with regard 
to our Sayiour. The clauses in both genealogies in which 
this doubt is expl'essed, yiz. " Joseph, the husband of Mary, 
of whom was bom Jesus, who is called Christ,'' and ^^ Jesus 
being (as was supposed) the son of Joseph,'' appear to me 
to be interpolations. If it were the case, that Joseph was 
not in reality the father, I cannot conceive the object of 
either in fiimishing us with such a record of his lineage, for 
it is through Joseph, and not through Mary, that he is shown 
to be the son of David, as was prophesied of him. There 
are two incidental circumstances, however, which cause me 
to look upon Joseph as his fEither; the one is the fact of 
Joseph going to Bethlehem, the city of Davids to be taxed, 
which proves the correctness of the genealogies as regard his 
(Joseph) being of the home and lineage of David; and the 
other is, the reproof of Mary to our Saviour, when they found 
him in the Temple, — " Son, why hast thou thus dealt with 
us? behold, iAry father and I have sought thee sorrowiag," 
from which it is clear, that she at least considered Joseph to 
be the father — a fact which was also understood by all his 
acquaintance, who were astonished whence " the carpenter's 
son" had acquired such knowledge. I have already remarked 
on the doctrine of the Miraculous Conception, on which so 
much stress is laid by the advocates of our Lord's Deity (pp. 67, 
68). It is but once alluded to throughout the whole of the New 
Testament, and this leads me to infer that this mention of it 
is nothing more or less than a forgery; but supposing it to 
be so, I no more doubt the authenticity of the other portions 
of Scripture, or of the rest of St. Matthew's Gospel, than I 
shoidd the genuineness and general accuracy of " Jos^hus* 
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Hurtory/' were the spiirioiimess of the dispnted passage in 
his work fiilly established. So, I do not doubt the anthen- 
tioity of the Scriptures themselves, firom the text of the three 
mtnesMB having been foisted into the Epistle of St. John. 
Christ declared himself to be a man; and notwithstanding 
the opinion of Mr. East and others to the contrary, is fre- 
quently declared to be so by those who, from having been 
with him from the beginning, were appointed to be witnesses 
of Imn. The Almighty declared him to be a creature, by an- 
noundng him His " only-begotten " " well-beloved Soriy* in 
whom He was weU pleased. It is therefore a matter of very 
great surprise to me, that any one can be found, professing 
himself a rational being, to consider him (the Son) as one 
with the Father in the Trinitarian acceptation, and to wor- 
ship him as God in the highest sense of the word. Equality, 
by supposing a comparison, implies at least a duality; and to 
say that any two are the same, that the Son is the Father, is 
a palpable metaphysical absurdity. What has the imleamed 
and conscientious Christian to do with metaphysical subtle- 
ties P Is it not enough for him to be assured that in Christ 
the AU-Merciful was " reconciling the world unto Himself'* 
— " that God was with him"? And is this not a sufficient 
authority for following his steps? 

So much, however, has been already said and written on 
the subject of TJnitarianism — ^so much learning and ability 
have been displayed in its defence and support — ^that any- 
thing I could possibly advance might well be deemed super- 
fluous and unnecessary. I dare not presume to hope that any- 
thing I might urge would have any eflect on those who are 
unconvinced by the arguments adduced in other works. I 
shall therefore conclude these Bemarks, with offering, for the 
consideration of the Civilian, the following propositions and 
queries, satisfied that, if they be answered in the affirmative — 
and I see not how they can be otherwise answered — ^the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, like those of Originstl Sin and Exclusive 
Salvation, must be renounced by him as having no support 
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May its guidance in the interpretation of Nature and Reve- 
lation lead him and all other serious, prayerful, Scriptural 
inquirers into the adoption of that Faith which gives light 
to the intellect and harmony to the affections — consecrating 
the whole man, through the teachings, imitation, and spirit 
of Christ Jesus, to the worship, obedience, and love of the 
One only God, the Father ! 

" And one of the scribes came, and having heard them reason- 

ing together, asked hiniy Which is the first 

commandment of all? And Jesus answered him. The first of all 
the commmidments is, Hear, Israel; The Lord our Ood is 
one Lord: And thou shalt love the Lord thy Ood tvith all thy 
heart, and with all thy soul, and mth all thy mind, and with all 
thy strength. This is the first commandment 
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